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ABSTRACT
The problem o f this research study was to delineate and synthesize the roles, 
responsibilities, skill level, and training background and needs o f paraeducators working 
with students with special needs from a  state that requires paraeducator certification and a 
state that does not require paraeducator certification. The five core areas o f roles and 
responsibilities were: (a) instructional support, (b) behavior management, (c) diagnostic 
support, (d) classroom organization, and (e) personal care assistance from the special 
education paraeducator and the special education teacher who teams with the 
paraeducator. Very few differences existed between what paraeducators and their 
teachers felt were appropriate and not appropriate job responsibilities. Few differences 
existed between how paraeducators and their teachers felt the skill/comfort level o f the 
paraeducators were at performing these tasks.
The training background and needs did demonstrate a marked difference between 
paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas, although all groups felt that the training received was 
sufficient. The perceived advantage o f certification as a  paraeducator was the skills and 
knowledge to fulfill the job responsibilities, although the perceived disadvantage o f 
certification was no impact on salary, benefits, or job duties.
This study further delineated and synthesized the utilization o f special education 
paraeducators as facilitated by supervising teachers and administrators with district 
policies and building procedures on employment, supervision, and evaluation for the same 
certified and non-certified paraeducators. Paraeducators had job titles and written job
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
descriptions in both states, although Iowa had fewer districts with written job descriptions. 
Administrative structures were in place for evaluation, salary schedules, and contracts, 
with longevity playing a large role in pay scale placement. Kansas administrators were 
more likely to also use training and inservice for placement. Administrators and teachers 
were looking for paraeducators who had interpersonal skills and positive attitudes towards 
students with disabilities. Paraeducators started at the $5 to $7 an hour wage range and 
this also was the major reason for leaving the profession-poor salary and benefits. Very 
few policy and procedure differences were reported for the certified and non-certified 
paraeducator.
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1CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM
Introduction
One o f the most important, but under-recognized human resources available to 
teachers is the paraeducator work force (Pickett, Steckelberg, & Vasa, 1993b). 
Paraeducators are employees
1. whose positions are either instructional in nature or who deliver other direct 
or indirect services to children, youth and/or their parents;
2. who work under the supervision o f teachers or other professional staff who 
have the ultimate responsibility o f the design, implementation, and evaluation o f 
instructional programs and student progress. (Pickett & Gerlach, 1997, p. 30)
Over the past 20 years across the United States, there has been a steady increase
in the number o f paraeducator personnel employed in education, particularly special
education and related services. A recent survey o f  Chief State School Officers (CSSOs)
conducted by Pickett (1995) revealed that there are now approximately one-half million
full-time equivalency (FTE) paraeducator positions in the United States. The Annual
Condition o f Education Report (1997) placed the state total o f paraeducators in Iowa at
5,847.1 (FTE) compared to 2,668.6 (FTE) in 1985-86.
Given the growth in the use o f special education paraeducators, it is surprising
how little attention has been paid thus far to preparing certified teachers to work with
paraeducators in their classrooms. Training options for administrators seem to be the
scarcest o f all. Effective integration o f paraeducators into classrooms requires
cooperation among administrators and teachers at the district and building levels.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Despite increased number o f special education paraeducators and increased 
reliance on paraeducators in complex and demanding roles, many school districts' 
personnel policies and administrative procedures do not adequately reflect these changes. 
There is little evidence o f an increased allocation and formal opportunities for training 
for paraeducators, teachers, or administrators.
Surveys o f paraeducator regulatory/ administrative policies and procedures 
conducted by the National Resource Center for Paraprofessionals in Education and 
Related Services (NRCP) indicated that less than half (24) o f the states have established 
standards, regulatory procedures or administra tive  guidelines for paraeducator 
employment, roles and duties, supervision, and training. In the same survey by NRCP, it 
is noted that training and professional development is primarily the responsibility o f local 
districts or other employers.
There are many critical issues connected with the utilization and preparation o f 
special education paraeducators, teachers, and administrators that need to be explored 
more fully by State Departments o f Education and local school districts to improve 
paraeducator performance and preparation. Some states require paraeducators to be 
certified before starting the position; others, require a certain amount o f training to move 
to other levels o f certification. What actually is happening out in the schools surrounding 
the issues o f special education paraeducators? Are the responsibilities for paraeducators, 
supervising teachers, and administrators different in states that require certified 
paraeducators versus those which do not? There needs to be research activities 
conducted in order to determine answers to these questions.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Statement o f  the Problem 
The problem addressed in this study was to delineate and synthesize the roles, 
responsibilities, skill level, training background, and needs o f special education 
paraeducators from a  state that requires paraeducator certification and a state that does 
not require paraeducator certification. The five core areas o f roles and responsibilities 
were (a) instructional support, (b) behavior management, (c) diagnostic support, (d) 
classroom organization, and (e) personal care assistance from the special education 
paraeducator and the special education teacher who teams with the paraeducator. This 
study further delineated and synthesized the utilization o f special education 
paraeducators as facilitated by supervising teachers and administrators with district 
policies and building procedures on employment, supervision, and evaluation for the 
same certified and non-certified paraeducators.
Definition o f Terms 
For purposes o f this study, the definition o f paraeducator was taken from the 
Guide for Effective Paraeducator Practices in Iowa (Iowa Department o f Education, 
1998), which stated a  paraeducator is:
1. An employee who works under the supervision o f teachers or other licensed 
personnel who have the ultimate responsibility for the design and implementation 
o f education and related service programs.
2. An employee whose position is either instructional in nature or who delivers 
other direct or indirect services to children, youth and/or their parents, (p. 0
In Iowa the following paraeducator position titles are provided in the Iowa Code: (a)
paraprofessional (special education), (b) instructional aide (Title I), and (c) educational
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
aide (general education). In Kansas, the following paraeducator position title was 
provided in the Kansas Code: (a) paraprofessional (special education).
Other positron titles used to describe paraeducators in educational settings include 
teacher associate, native language tutor, media associate, clerk, health aide, office 
interventionist, library assistant, student support assistant, behavior management aide, 
student coach, and tutor. In today's schools these individuals are technicians who might 
be better described as paraeducator “just as their counterparts in law and medicine are 
designated paralegals and paramedics” (Pickett, 1988, p. 2).
The change in the paraeducator's role is reflected in a change o f title throughout 
the years. There are as many as fifty different titles by which paraeducator personnel are 
known. The most recent is paraeducator which also reflects the growing awareness o f 
the need to acknowledge the importance o f the part which they play in the education o f 
our students. The terms paraeducator and paraprofessional were used throughout this 
study, except where material which uses a different term is directly quoted.
Assumptions o f  the Study
This study was based on the following assumptions:
1. Names o f certified and non-certified special education paraeducators, 
teachers, administrators, and/ or school districts were readily available to the researcher.
2. Information was available from states that certify paraeducators.
3. Paraeducators, teachers, and administrators were willing to share their 
experiences and perspectives.
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54. Schools varied in their experiences according to size, needs, and resources.
5. There was a  consensus o f terms/categories o f needs that could be identified.
Limitations
This study presented the following limitations:
1. Although anonymity was assured, special education paraeducators, special 
education teachers, and administrators may have been influenced in their responses by 
completing the instrument m the same room at the same tune.
2. This study was conducted in selected school districts in Iowa and the state of 
Kansas. Therefore, the results o f this study cannot be presumed to be generalizable to 
other states and school districts within the United States. Although the school districts 
were selected to be representative o f  school districts throughout the two states, the 
responses of paraeducators, teachers, and administrators may not be a  true representation 
o f the views o f all paraeducators, teachers, and administrators throughout the United 
States. Further research is warranted to determine whether the findings o f the present 
study would be found to be consistent throughout the United States.
3. The school districts were selected from public school districts throughout the 
two states so the responses o f paraeducators, teachers, and administrators may not be a 
true representation o f  the views o f paraeducators, teachers, and administrators in private 
or residential settings.
4. The school district self-selected as to whether they chose to participate in the 
survey or not. Therefore, the responses may not be a  true representation o f all school 
districts in the two states.
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5. The school personnel were selected from elementary (K-6) and secondary (7- 
12) throughout the states so the responses o f  special education paraeducators, special 
education teachers, and administrators may not be a  true representation o f the views o f all 
elementary or all secondary personnel.
6. The study was conducted with paraeducators and teachers who worked with 
students with special needs. The views may not be representative o f paraeducators, 
teachers, and administrators working in other settings such as regular classrooms.
Further, the different levels o f special education were not separated, so the views may not 
represent all special education personnel in the state oflow a and/or Kansas.
Conceptual Framework 
During the past 20 years, educational practices and systems in the United States 
have changed, especially in the area o f delivery o f special education and related services. 
At the national, state, area education agency, local district and building levels, efforts are 
in place to improve the quality o f education by implementing a variety o f innovations 
and reforms. The changing roles o f teachers along with continuing shortage o f teachers 
and teacher costs are major reasons for greater use o f paraeducators. Anna Lou Pickett 
(1996a), Director o f the National Resource Center for Paraprofessionals in Education and 
Related Services (NRCP) at the City University o f New York (CUNY), described several 
interrelated events that are taking place to make such paraeducator issues as appropriate 
roles, deployment, supervision and management, and training opportunities important at 
this time. These events include:
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71. The various efforts underway to improve the quality and productivity o f 
education by restructuring education systems and practices;
2. Federal and state legislation requiring public schools to provide education to 
all children and youth without regard to the cause or severity o f disability;
3. Increased demands for support services for expanding numbers o f 
economically and other disadvantaged students who are at risk o f failure and 
ultimately dropping out for myriad reasons;
4. The ongoing shortage o f  professional practitioners—particularly with regard to 
recruiting and retaining teachers from racial and ethnic minorities;
5. The feet that few states and local education agencies, (SEAs, LEAs), and 
institutions o f higher education (IHEs), professional organizations and unions are 
working together to find ways to improve the utilization, training and retention o f 
a skilled professional work force, (p. 3)
Data from the United States Department o f Labor, the National Center for 
Education Statistics, and other sources indicate that employment o f  paraeducators will be 
one o f the fastest growing occupational areas in the job market in the foreseeable future 
(Pickett & Gerlach, 1997). In addition, that same source cited a  recent study conducted 
by the Federal Resource Center for Special Education, Issues and Trends in Special 
Education, which predicted that paraeducator roles and responsibilities will continue to 
expand well into the 21st Century.
New laws enacted in the late 1980s and early 1990s brought a renewed interest in 
the paraeducator work force. Congressional mandates like P.L. 99-457, the Education o f 
the Handicapped Act Amendments o f  1986 (informally known as the Handicapped Infant 
and Toddlers Act), requires public schools to provide services to children ages three 
through five who have disabilities or chronic health needs. Part o f  the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) requiring schools serve all students in the least 
restrictive environment and provide transition and vocational educational services to 
teenagers has also helped increase the need for paraeducators. Title I o f the Elementary
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and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) o f 1994 has guidelines for teacher aides/assistants. 
Title II o f the same act allows schools to use funds to train paraeducators as well as 
teachers to help students reach higher performance standards. Title II also allows schools 
to use funds to develop career ladder programs for the training and education o f 
paraeducators toward becoming certified teachers. Title VII o f ESEA contains sections 
on the employment and professional development o f paraeducators working with 
linguistic-minority students. Goals 2000: Educate America Act o f 1994 requires all 
states set professional development standards for all educational personnel (Pickett & 
Gerlach, 1997).
There is a  growing need on the part o f  policy makers and administrators, in state 
and local education agencies, professional organizations, and unions representing teacher 
and paraeducators, to set some standards for the employment o f paraeducators, guidelines 
for advancement through paraeducator positions, and systems to provide opportunities 
for training and career development (Pickett, 1996a). One idea, which is not new but 
controversial, deals with credentialing/licensing procedures for paraeducators.
A study conducted by Frith and Lindsey (1982) asked specific questions 
concerning certification o r licensure o f  paraeducators. Most states responding (86%) 
reported that they did not currently have certification standards for special education 
paraprofessionals. However, most predicted that, in the future, certification requirements 
for paraeducators would become more stringent.
Surveys o f paraeducator regulatory/ administrative policies and procedures were 
conducted by the NRCP out o f CUNY (1995). The most recent study indicates that less
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9than half (24) o f  the states including the District o f  Columbia have established standards, 
regulatory procedures or administrative guidelines for paraeducator employment, roles 
and duties, supervision, and training. Eleven o f  the 24 states have credentialing 
mechanisms that range from multi-level certification/permit systems defining duties, 
training and advancement requirements to one dimensional systems that do not specify 
training requirements o r distinctions in paraeducator position levels. Many o f these state 
policies and systems have been in place since the 1970s and thus do not always reflect 
the changes in the roles and duties o f paraeducators.
A study o f  administrators and special education teachers in the state o f  Nebraska 
were asked what type o f permit/certificate should be required for special education 
teacher aides. While 53% o f the administrators felt that teacher aides did not need 
permits/certificates, only 28% o f the special education teachers agreed (Vasa,
Steckelberg, & Ronning, 1982) .
Importance o f  the Study
The results o f this research may be used in many ways.
1. One option is to increase state, local and regional staff development 
opportunities for paraeducators, teachers teaming with paraeducators, and for principals 
and/or supervisors o f paraeducators.
2. A second option is to assist local school districts in developing and adopting 
standards for effective special education paraeducator practices. It may also assist 
districts in reviewing policies regarding employment, roles and duties, placement, 
evaluation, and training o f special education paraeducators.
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3. A  third option is to encourage educational teams o f  paraeducators, teachers 
and administrators to improve the way they work together to serve students.
4. A fourth option is to utilize the suggested competencies and effective practice 
guidelines for designing preservice course work for paraeducators, teachers and school 
administrators.
Purpose o f  this Study
The purpose o f this study was to examine issues connected with the utilization 
and preparation o f special education paraeducators, teachers, and administrators. The 
study specifically determined (a) the roles, responsibilities, and skill levels o f certified 
and non-certified special education paraeducators; (b) training background and needs o f 
certified and non-certified special education paraeducators; (c) similarities and 
differences in roles, responsibilities and skill levels and in the training background and 
needs o f  special education paraeducators who are certified and those who are non- 
certified; (d) district policies and building procedures for special education paraeducators 
in states that require certification and states that do not require certification; (e) 
similarities and differences in district policies and building procedures for special 
education paraeducators who are certified and those who are non-certified; and (f) how 
local school districts can improve special education paraeducator performance, 
preparation, and training.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
11
Research Questions
The research was a study to examine the roles, training background and training 
needs, and policies and procedures for paraeducators working with students with special 
needs. The research questions were:
1. What are the roles, responsibilities, skill levels, training background, and 
training needs o f  certified and non-certified paraeducators working with students with 
special needs in the areas o f (a) instructional support, (b) behavior management, (c) 
diagnostic support, (d) classroom organization, and (e) personal care assistance?
2. What are the similarities and differences, if any, in the areas o f roles, 
responsibilities, skill levels, training background, and training needs for certified and 
non-certified paraeducators working with students with special needs?
3. What are district policies and building procedures for paraeducators working 
with students with special needs in the areas o f (a) employment, (b) supervision, and (c) 
evaluation?
4. What are the similarities and differences, if  any, in the area o f employment,, 
supervision, and evaluation o f paraeducators as seen by paraeducators in states that 
require special education paraeducators to be certified and those who do not require 
certification?
5. What are the similarities and differences, if  any, in the area o f employment, 
supervision, and evaluation o f paraeducators by supervising teachers in states that require 
special education paraeducators to be certified and those who do not require 
certification?
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6. Whal are the similarities and differences, if  any, in the area o f employment, 
supervision, and evaluation o f  paraeducators by administrators in states that require 
special education paraeducators to be certified and those who do not require
certification?
Organization o f Study 
Chapter I consists o f an introduction, the problem statement, definitions o f terms, 
assumptions, limitations, conceptual framework, importance o f the study, purpose o f  the 
study, and research questions. Chapter II contains the review o f literature including 
historical perspective, mandates and standards, and current practices. Chapter HI 
comprises the methodology used in the study. Chapter IV presents the data analysis. 
Chapter V presents findings, discussion, and recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER H 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Overview o f Paraeducators 
During the past 20 years, educational practices and systems in the United States 
have changed, especially in the area o f delivery o f special education and related services. 
At the national, state, area education agency (AEA), and local district and building levels, 
efforts are in place to improve the quality o f education by implementing a variety o f 
innovations and reforms. The changing roles o f teachers along with continuing shortage 
and costs o f teachers are major reasons for greater use o f paraeducators. Anna Lou 
Pickett (1996a), Director o f the National Resource Center for Paraprofessionals in 
Education and Related Services (NRCP) at the City University o f New York (CUNY), 
describes several interrelated events that are taking place to make paraeducator issues 
like appropriate roles, deployment, supervision and management, and training 
opportunities important at this time. These events include:
1. The various efforts underway to improve the quality and productivity o f 
education by restructuring education systems and practices;
2. Federal and state legislation requiring public schools to provide education to 
all children and youth without regard to the cause or severity o f disability;
3. Increased demands for support services for expanding numbers o f 
economically and other disadvantaged students who are at risk o f failure and 
ultimately dropping out for myriad reasons;
4. The ongoing shortage o f professional practitioners—particularly with regard to 
recruiting and retaining teachers from racial and ethnic minorities;
5. The fact that few states and local education agencies, (SEAs and LEAs), and 
institutions o f higher education (IHEs), professional organizations, and unions are 
working together to find ways to improve the utilization, training, and retention o f 
a skilled professional work force, (p. 3)
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Data from the United States Department o f Labor, the National Center for 
Education Statistics, and other sources indicate that employment o f  paraeducators will be 
one o f the fastest growing occupational areas hi the job market hi the foreseeable future 
(Pickett & Gerlach, 1997). In addition, that same source reported that a  recent study 
conducted by the Federal Resource Center for Special Education, Issues, and Trends in 
Special Education, predicted that paraeducator roles and responsibilities will continue to 
expand well into the 21st Century.
There has been a  steady increase in the number o f paraeducator personnel - 
employed in education, particularly special education and related services over the past 
20 years across the United States. A recent survey o f Chief State School Officers 
(CSSOs) conducted by Pickett (1996a) revealed that there are now approximately one- 
half million full-time equivalency (FTE) paraeducator positions in the United States.
This data is approximate because not all states collect information and maintain a 
database about the paraeducator work force. These numbers do not reflect paraeducators 
working in Head Start and other private and public early childhood education programs. 
Each state also varies in reporting numbers o f paraeducators employed and does not 
report those working in school libraries, computer labs, and programs serving increasing 
numbers o f students who are medically fragile.
The Guide for Effective Paraeducator Practices in Iowa explains that the numbers 
o f paraeducators working in educational assignments in Iowa is increasing dramatically 
according to several sources o f  data. The first source, TTm» Annual Condition o f
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
15
Education Report, reported that the state total o f instructional aides has increased from 
2,668.6 FTE in 1985-1986 to 5,847.1 FTE in 1996-1997, an increase o f 119.1%.
The second source, the Local Education Agency Certified Annual Report Special 
Education Supplement, is a  self-report o f the actual number (not FTEs) o f  paraeducators 
employed during school year (does not include AEAs participating in pooling). This 
supplement reported the state total o f  special education paraprofessionals in 1985-1986 at 
1,686. In 1996-1997, this total was 4,352, an increase o f 158%. The same supplement 
reported the state total o f  educational associates has increased from 87.2 (FTE) in 1985- 
1986 to 156 (FTE) in 1996-1997, an increase o f  79% (Iowa Department o f  Education, 
1998).
Definition o f Paraeducator 
The definition o f paraeducator is taken from the Guide for Effective Paraeducator 
Practices in Iowa which states that paraeducators are:
1. An employee who works under the supervision o f teachers or other licensed 
personnel who have the ultimate responsibility for the design and implementation 
o f education and related service programs;
2. An employee whose position is either instructional in nature o r who delivers 
other direct or indirect services to children, youth and/or their parents. (Iowa 
Department o f Education, 1998, p. 0
In Iowa, the following paraeducator position titles are provided in the Iowa Code:
(a) paraprofessional (special education), (b) instructional aide (Title I), and (c)
educational aide (general education).
There is a  myriad o f other position titles used to describe paraeducators in
educational settings which could include teacher associate, teacher aide, instructional
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assistant, transition trainer, job coach, physical therapy assistant, paratherapist, education 
technician, home visitor, home and community liaison, childcare worker, native language 
tutor, media associate, clerk, health aide, lunchroom aide, office interventionist, library 
assistant, student support assistant, behavior management aide, student coach, and tutor 
(Blalock, 1991; Lorenz, 1994; Pickett, 1996b; Pickett & Gerlach, 1997). Earlier terms 
that are now outdated Include "nonprofessional" and "attendant", and even the term 
"aide" has been replaced in many programs by "assistant" or "technician" (Blalock,
1991). In today's schools these individuals are technicians who might be better 
described as paraeducators “just as their counterparts in law and medicine are designated 
paralegals and paramedics” (Pickett, 1993, p. 7).
Paraeducators provide services in a  range o f settings including preschool 
programs, school programs ranging from mainstreamed to self-contained and from 
regular to special education and related services, community-based and work study 
instruction, postsecondary education programs, numerous adult service programs, and 
rural, suburban, and urban sites.
History o f Paraeducators 
Within the roots o f the social and political history o f the 20th Century, the current 
employment o f paraeducators in education, health, mental health, and other human 
services began. The Henry Street Settlement House in New York City and the Hull 
House in Chicago first employed paraprofessional auxiliary workers in the late 1900s. 
Later several New Deal programs, initiated during the Great Depression, utilized
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"nonprofessional" workers to provide services. Some o f these programs were the Social 
Security Act o f 1935, the Works Progress Administration, and the National Youth 
Administration (Pickett & Gerlach, 1997).
The next decade saw the Parent Teacher Association (PTA) providing the bulk o f 
teacher assistants by coming into the schools as volunteers to work in the cafeteria, 
office, and library. In 1951, the Bay City, Michigan Public Schools, in collaboration 
with Central Michigan University and with financial help from the Ford Foundation, 
conducted the Bay City Experiment. The district recruited and trained non-credentialed, 
college-educated teacher aides to perform clerical, monitoring, and other routine 
administrative tasks in order to enable teachers to spend more time on instructional 
activities (Pickett &  Gerlach, 1997). This study was designed to validate the use o f 
program assistants in that system. Initially, 12 women were hired and studies were made 
o f tasks performed, time spent by the teachers in certain tasks that might be deemed 
nonprofessional, and some emphasis on training. Acceptance o f the project was not good 
at first. Critics were concerned that the assistants would be used to replace teachers with 
under prepared, "cheap labor" or to justify larger class sues. By 1956, the 
number o f assistants had grown to 40, and the tasks had been expanded (Illinois State 
Board o f Education, 1986; Pickett, 1986).
In 1957, Cruickshank and Haring hired aides as part o f a  special education 
demonstration project at Syracuse University. Primarily, the teacher aides were asked to 
do housekeeping and clerical duties, occasionally assisting with individuals o r small 
groups (Blalock, 1991).
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Between 19SS and 1957, The Fairfield, Connecticut Elementary School system 
conducted an experimental study o f the use o f  assistants which resulted in the Yale- 
Fairfield Study. This study looked at the impact o f  assistants in overcrowded classrooms. 
There was a  crucial shortage o f teachers a t this tune. The study supported the idea that 
the use o f assistants permitted teachers to have more time to devote to the professional 
aspects o f then jobs resulting in greater job satisfaction for the teachers (Illinois State 
Board o f Education, 1986).
The mid-1960s and early 1970s were a  time o f social, political, and institutional 
change. Events that were taking place during that time included the civil rights 
movement, efforts o f women and senior citizens to achieve financial and political equity, 
the campaign to ensure human and legal rights for children and adults with disabilities, 
and the emergence of strong antiwar feelings sparked by the Vietnam War.
A book entitled New Careers for the Poor, co-authored by Arthur Pearl, director 
o f the New York State Youth Training Project, and Frank Riessman, director o f the 
Lincoln Hospital Health Program was published in 1965. This work served as a  guide for 
the development o f educational programs in institutions o f higher education for minority 
workers, women, and impoverished young people (Pickett, 1986). Blalock (1991) cited 
the benefits o f using this work force as: (a) a  greater understanding o f the cultures and 
languages o f students and families; (b) greater connection with community expectations 
and resources; (c) enhanced ability to communicate with local families and business
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representatives; (d) greater empathy and rapport with many o f the students they serve; 
and (e) sensitivity to and knowledge about the cultural, linguistic, ethnic, and 
socioeconomic variables impacting the students.
In 1965, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act gave rise to the use o f 
assistants as school districts started to utilize Title I  and Title V  monies for this cause.
The Bank Street College o f Education in 1967 conducted studies which showed a value 
for having assistants work with disadvantaged children. The assistant from the 
community was able to communicate in a familiar way and to interpret behavior 
unfamiliar to the teacher. According to this study the use o f paraeducators resulted in 
benefits:
1. For the pupil, the benefit was to provide more individual attention by 
concerned adults, more mobility in the classroom, and more opportunity for innovation;
2. For the teacher, the benefit was to render his/her role more productive in 
terms of pupil outcome and more manageable in terms o f teaching conditions;
3. For the school administrator, the benefit was to provide some solution-not 
necessarily the solution to his/her dilemma o f meeting increasing needs for school 
services, coupled with the shortage o f qualified professionals to meet these needs in 
special education;
4. For the assistant, the benefit was to provide meaningful employment which 
contributed to his/her own development and to the needs o f society;
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5. For family life, the benefit was to give assistants, many o f whom are or may 
someday be parents, the opportunity to learn child development principles in a real 
situation;
6. For the community at large, the benefit was to provide a means through which 
unemployed and educationally disadvantaged persons may enter the mainstream o f 
productivity (Illinois State Board o f Education, 1986; Pickett & Gerlach, 1997).
Savino, Kennedy, and Brody (1968) and Jacobson and Drije (1972) reported that 
indigenous nonprofessionals, particularly from lower socioeconomic groups, could be 
uniquely effective within their own subculture which is at a  disproportionately higher 
risk o f having mental retardation. This group o f individuals felt that the indigenous 
nonprofessional aides could help overcome three problems associated with under­
utilization o f services for the mentally retarded. The nonprofessional could: (a) break 
through the communication barrier because they were similar to  the clients in terms o f 
background, style, language, values, and interests; (b) decrease the stigma attached to 
retardation; and (c) increase the level o f understanding and awareness o f the problems by 
an educational and informational campaign in high risk populations.
Under the leadership o f President Lyndon Johnson, several Great Society 
initiatives came into being. The war on poverty was launched. Medicare, Medicaid,
Model Cities, Title I, Head Start, and other community action programs were all 
established. The most crucial factor according to Blalock (1991) in meeting these 
mandates lies in careful development and appropriate delivery o f  services that meet 
consumers' individual needs.
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The United States Office o f Education established the Career Opportunities 
Program (COP) program in 1970. The program involved more than 20,000 people in 
career advancement programs. The mission o f  COP was to provide opportunities for 
indigenous community residents working as teacher aides in the nation's Iow-income 
urban and rural areas to receive various training to ultimately improve learning o f the 
children in those schools. One o f  the most creative aspects o f the COP was that school 
districts and teacher education programs developed these programs cooperatively to 
support committed, talented paraeducators who wanted to become teachers (Pickett & 
Gerlach, 1997).
In 1975, advocates for the rights o f people with disabilities achieved their goal o f 
passing the Education for All Handicapped Children Act into Public Law 94-142. This 
landmark legislation required schools to provide a free appropriate education for all 
children and youth with disabilities. Reauthorized in 1990, it is now called the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Boomer (1982) felt that the 
innovation o f integration o f trained and practiced paraeducators had a  profound effect on 
students with disabilities.
In the late 1960s and early 1970s, nine states had developed paraeducator 
credentialing systems setting guidelines for the employment and preparation o f 
paraeducators. These states included Alabama, Delaware, Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, New 
Hampshire, New York, Ohio, and Vermont. Some o f these systems included criteria for 
career advancement (Pickett, 1989).
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The 1980s found federal support o f  all education programs declining. Interest in 
developing standards and guidelines for improving paraeducator performance dwindled.
As a result, in some states, standards for paraeducator utilization and staff development 
became nonexistent (Pickett, 1996b).
New laws enacted in the late 1980s and early 1990s brought a  renewed interest in 
the paraeducator work force. Congressional mandates like P.L. 99-457, the Education o f 
the Handicapped Act Amendments o f 1986 (informally known as the Handicapped Infant 
and Toddlers Act), required public schools to provide services to children ages three 
through five who have disabilities or chronic health needs. Part o f IDEA requires 
schools to serve all students in the least restrictive environment and to provide transition 
and vocational educational services to teenagers. This also helped increase the need for 
paraeducators. Title I o f the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) o f 1994 
has guidelines for teacher aides/assistants. Title H o f the same act allows schools to use 
funds to train paraeducators as well as teachers to help students reach higher performance 
standards. Title Q also allows schools to use funds to develop career ladder programs for 
the training and education o f paraeducators toward becoming certified teachers. Title VII 
o f ESEA contains sections on the employment and professional development o f 
paraeducators working with linguistic-minority students. Goals 2000: Educate America 
Act o f 1994 requires all states to set professional development standards for all 
educational personnel (Pickett & Gerlach, 1997).
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Federal and State Ma n d a te  and Standards Which Apply to Educational
Aides/Paraeducators
A variety o f federal and state rules and regulations for AEAs and LEAs address
paraeducator positions and staff development. The following listing appears in the Guide
for Effective Paraeducator Practices in Iowa:
Authorizing and Defining Positions: The Iowa Administrative Code (LAC) 
authorizes the employment o f and defines the folk) wing positions: 
paraprofessionals (281-41.10(256B) LAC); other special education assistants 
(281-41.10(2) LAC); educational aides (281-12.4(9) LAC); and Title I instructional 
aides (Sec. 1119 Professional Development Title I Handbook (20 USC 6320)); 
fnservice Training Program for Newly Hired Paraeducators: Additional 
regulations describe requirements for training paraeducators. Iowa Code 281- 
12.4(9) requires that newly hired paraeducators [educational aides] must complete 
an inservice training program during their first year o f employment;
Three-Year S taff Development Plan with Amnial Objectives and Strategies: Each 
local school district is required to have a staff development plan for school 
personnel including paraeducators [educational aides]. This plan must include 
general goals for a  three-year period and specific objectives and strategies for the 
current year. (281-12.7(1) IAC. School boards are required to annually budget 
specified funds to support the staff development plan;
Special Education Requirements: The Administrative Rules o f Special Education 
has language that mandates that paraprofessionals complete preservice and 
continuing education specific to the functions to be performed. This rule 
specifies that appropriate training must be completed prior to the beginning o f 
service wherever practicable and within a reasonable time o f the beginning o f 
service where the preentry completion is not practicable. The rule also require 
that AEAs have Comprehensive System o f Personnel Development (CSPD) plans 
to describe procedures and activities to ensure an adequate supply o f personnel. 
Paraeducators are to be provided with continuing education to enable them to 
meet the needs o f students with disabilities who are eligible for services;
Title I Requirements: Title I rules require that each local district receiving Title I 
funds shall include paraeducators [instructional aides] in professional 
development. The rules also create an option for establishing a career ladder 
program for paraeducators (Sec. 1119 Professional Development Title I 
Handbook (E-133));
Staff Development Requirements for All Personnel: The Iowa Administrative 
Code stipulates training for all school personnel in the following areas:
1. hazardous chemicals (347-120.6 IAC Section 89B. 10)
2. multi-cultural non-sexist approaches to education programs (281-12.5(8))
3. technology (281-12.5 (10))
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4. school personnel who serve at-risk children and youth receive inservice 
training (281-12.5(13));
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 1997: The Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) o f 1997 is a  federal law which requires each 
state to have in effect a  Comprehensive System o f Personnel Development 
(CSPD) that is designed to ensure an adequate supply o f  qualified special 
education, general education, and related services personnel, including 
paraprofessionals. State education agencies are required to establish and maintain 
personnel standards to ensure personnel are appropriately and adequately 
prepared and trained. These standards are to be consistent with state laws, 
regulations, and policies. Rule language has been added that allows 
paraprofessionals who are appropriately trained to assist in the provision o f 
special education. (Iowa Department o f Education, 1998, pp. 5-6)
Rules and regulations clearly authorize the employment o f paraeducators with
various titles. The rules also establish a  clear mandate that individuals working m these
assignments are provided with training. Statutes and rules related to the employment and
training o f  paraprofessionals in educational settings are located in the Guide for Effective
Paraeducator Practices in Iowa (Iowa Department o f Education, 1998).
Certification and Credentials 
There is a growing need on the part o f policy makers and administrators, in state 
and local education agencies, professional organizations, and unions representing teacher 
and paraeducators to set some standards for the employment o f paraeducators, guidelines 
for advancement through paraeducator positions, and systems to provide opportunities 
for training and career development (National Education Association, 1996). One idea 
which is controversial but not new, deals with credentialing or licensing procedures for 
paraeducators.
Advocates for developing credentialing systems have identified four major
benefits:
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1. By setting standards and mandating specified levels o f training and 
performance, credentialing would guarantee that paraeducators have the skills and 
knowledge required to perform their assigned roles.
2. Effective credentialing procedures would set in place real opportunities for 
upward mobility. Barriers to advanced training would be removed and paraeducators 
who worked hard and completed the necessary requirements could move up the salary 
schedule. This would be an incentive for retaining skilled paraeducators.
3. Credentialing would establish a  clear definition o f the differentiated 
responsibilities associated with different certificate o r permit levels, matching 
responsibilities with training, education, and competency.
4. Credentialing would be one method for providing formal recognition to the 
contributions paraeducators make daily to the lives o f the students and teachers that they 
touch (NE A, 1996; Pickett, 1986).
A study conducted by Frith and Lindsey (1982) asked specific questions 
concerning certification o r licensure o f  paraeducators. Most states responding (86 %) 
reported that they did not currently have certification standards for special education 
paraprofessionals. However, most predicted that in the future, certification requirements 
for paraeducators would become more stringent.
Yet in a  review o f the literature in 1993, Jones and Bender reported that in 1973, 
nine states offered certification for paraeducators. Only three additional states offered it 
in 1986. Appendix A states the results o f a  mailing to Chief State School Officers, their 
contacts, or both requesting present regulations in the area o f paraeducators
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Surveys o f paraeducator regulatory/ administrative policies and procedures were 
conducted by the NRCP out o f CUNY in 1995. The most recent study indicates that less 
than half (24) o f the states including the District o f Columbia have established standards, 
regulatory procedures, or administrative guidelines for paraeducator employment, roles 
and duties, supervision, and training. Eleven o f the 24 states have credentialing 
mechanisms that range from multi-level certification/permit systems that define duties, 
training, and advancement requirements to one dimensional systems that do not specify 
training requirements or distinctions in paraeducator position levels. Many o f these state 
policies and systems have been in place since the 1970s and thus do not always reflect 
the changes in the roles and duties o f paraeducators (Pickett, 1996b).
The Kansas Paraprofessional Permit System is three tiered, but applies only to 
special education programs administered by local school districts. The permit system 
defines the extent o f training a  paraprofessional has had ranging from Level 1 to Level 3. 
Level 1 includes all paraprofessional having at least 20 clock hours o f inservice training 
per school year. Level 2 is comprised o f all parapro fessionals having at least two years 
experience at Level 1, 450 clock hours o f approved inservice training, and/or 30 semester 
college hours o f academic w ork, and participation o f at least 20 clock hours o f inservice 
per school year. Level 3 consists o f  all paraprofessionals having at least 60 semester 
college hours o f approved academic work, completion o f an associate degree for 
instructional paraprofessionals, equivalent o f900 clock hours, and participation in at 
least 20 clock hours o f inservice per school year (Kansas State Board o f Education, 1996;
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NEA, 1996; Pickett, 1986). Appendix B provides the Kansas Mandate 91-12-61 dealing 
with special education paraprofessionals.
Maine has a  system developed in the 1980s which applies to all paraprofessional 
personnel working in programs administered  by local school districts. It establishes 
three levels o f educational technicians with each level having stated functions, 
preparation, and supervision requirements. The Maine system does not specify a  certain 
number o f hours o f training, but does state the person should have documentation in 
certain areas like understanding the roles/responsibilities o f the educational technician, 
understanding the student with special needs, and understanding emergency, health and 
safety procedures (NEA, 1996).
The Georgia Auxiliary Personnel License recognizes two levels o f support 
personnel—the paraprofessional and aide. The State Department has established 
qualifications for employment for both levels, standards for licensing and renewal, 
evaluation criteria, and procedures for verifying that eligibility requirements have been 
met. Local districts are responsible for designing and providing training using state 
guidelines. The guidelines, in turn, list instructional and management activities o f each 
position. Thirty to 50 hours o f training on mandatory topics are required the first year 
(NEA, 1996).
The New Mexico licensure plan for educational assistants requires certification 
by the public school superintendent that the educational assistant has satisfactorily 
completed an orientation session pertinent to his/her assignment. Level 2 requires that
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the superintendent verifies that the assistant has demonstrated the State Board o f 
Education's educational assistant competencies. Level 3 requires 60 semester hours o f 
academic credit. This system was established in 1991.
The Texas Education Code specifies three classes o f certificates for educational 
aides. All must have prior experience working with students or parents as approved by 
the employing superintendent. This experience may be work in church-related schools, 
day camps, youth groups, private schools, licensed day-care centers, or similar 
experience. Level 3 requires three years experience at a lower level or 30 semester hours 
o f college credit.
Other states have chosen to develop administrative guidelines rather than 
credentialing systems. Statewide standards for paraeducators have been established in 
Utah and Washington. The standards describe the environment that is necessary to 
support the effective employment o f paraeducators in public schools. The standards in 
Washington cover (a) the instructional team, (b) role clarification, (c) differentiated 
staffing, (d) paraeducator training, (e) training o f certificated staff in supervisory roles,
(f) administrator support, and (g) supporting the standards. Washington has also 
developed a list o f core competencies for paraeducators and a position statement o f 
credentialing for paraeducators.
Some states have done nothing. An NRCP survey o f states in 1996 demonstrated 
that they are more differences than similarities in the standards covering utilization, 
educational and/or experiential requirements for employment, and criteria for training 
and career development (Picket, 1996b).
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Administrators and special education teachers hi the state o f Nebraska were asked 
what type o f permit/certificate should be required for special education teacher aides.
More than half the administrators (53%) felt that teacher aides did not need 
permits/certificates; only 28% o f the special education teachers agreed. Forty-six percent 
o f the administrators and 58% o f the special education teachers felt aides needed some 
type o f certificate (Vasa, Steckelberg, & Ronning, 1982).
Iowa Guidelines for Paraeducators
Where does Iowa stand on the issues surrounding paraeducators? On a NEA 
(1995) survey these questions were asked o f Iowa's Chief State School Officer:
1. Does Iowa have a credentialing system for paraeducators? The answer was no 
credentialing system is currently used for paraeducators.
2. Does Iowa have education and/or experiential guidelines for the employment 
o f paraeducators? The response was no education nor experiential guidelines are 
currently in place for paraeducators.
3. Is the utilisation o f paraeducators mandated in any program? The answer was 
that Early Childhood Special Education programs currently mandate the use o f 
paraeducators.
4. Are paraeducators duties specified by Iowa? The response was that duties are 
specified for paraeducators involved in early childhood special education programs.
5. Does Iowa have a training plan or other mechanism for preparing 
paraeducators? The answer was that support and resource materials are available only 
for early childhood programs.
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Since that 1995 survey was completed, Iowa has developed a  Guide for Effective 
Paraeducator Practices m Iowa. (Iowa Department o f Education. 1998). The Iowa 
Learning Resource Network (1997), a  program funded by the Iowa Department o f 
Education Bureau o f Special Education, facilitated discussions, gathered ideas, developed 
draft language and, with input, revised the publication. Contents o f that guide include:
1. Introduction: What is the Purpose o f This Guide;
2. Rules and Regulations: What are the Federal and State Requirements 
Regarding Paraeducator Services?;
3. Suggested Guidelines For Implementing O f Effective Paraeducator Services 
In Educational Settings;
4. Recommended Strategies: What Can Agencies Do To Improve Paraeducator 
Services in Educational Settings?;
5. The IEP: What Are the Considerations For Implementing Paraprofessional
Services In Special Education?;
6. Appendices:
a. Statements O f Beliefs And Vision;
b. Statutes And Rules Related To The Employment And Training O f 
Paraprofessionals In Educational Settings;
c. Paraeducator Project Stakeholders;
d. Core Competencies For Paraeducators;
e. Suggested Training Topics;
f. Suggested Code o f Ethics;
g. Examples O f Duties For Paraeducator Positions;
h. Handouts;
i. Paraeducator Fact Sheet;
j. Suggested Checklist For Principals;
k. A Family Guide To Paraeducator Services, (p. ii)
Impact o f Paraeducators in the Classroom 
Only a few studies have addressed the efficacy o f paraeducators. Jones and 
Bender (1993) state that authors o f most studies have discussed efficacy only indirectly 
such as in terms o f teachers' satisfaction with the performance o f the paraeducators, 
rather than in terms o f measurable improvement in student outcomes in special education
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classes. In this same review o f the literature, only 13 experimental o r quasi-experimental 
studies on the effects o f  paraprofessionals on student outcomes in special education were 
identified, with no study done more recently than 1980.
Davis (1995) did identify the Blessing and Cook study o f  1970 which was a  three- 
year study o f the effects o f  teacher aides on pupil behavior in primary and intermediate 
education in mentally retarded classes. The data showed that aides had the greatest 
impact on primary classes and in reducing inappropriate behavior in the classroom.
Martella, Marchand-Martella, McFarlane, and Young (1993) taught effective 
instructional procedures to  a  paraeducator and then assessed the effects on the 
inappropriate behaviors and compliance exhibited by a student with severe disabilities. 
Outcomes stated for this study were that the student's inappropriate behaviors decreased 
and his compliance improved, thus increasing interactions between the student and others 
in the classroom, increasing the specificity and directness o f commands, resulting in a 
general positive improvement m the learning environment.
The Consultation and Paraprofessional Pull-In System o f  Service Delivery 
(CAPPS) was studied by Welch, Richards, G., Okada, Richards, J., and Prescott (1995). 
The paraprofessional was trained and utilized within the regular classroom and in two o f 
five grades, the CAPPS school demonstrated scores significantly higher than a 
comparison school where a traditional pullout service delivery model was utilized.
Frank, Keith, and Stiel (1988) sampled special education teachers in Iowa with 
the results showing that teachers were satisfied with the performance o f the 
paraprofessionals in their classes. The study also had teacher/paraprofessional teams rate
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the role o f  the paraprofessional and in 14 o f  18 statements, the rating was the same 
leading the author to indicate a  reasonably positive relationship between the two groups 
in terms o f role expectations.
Escudero and Sears (1982) showed a  different result when teachers and 
paraeducators working with severely and profoundly disabled students rated the 
types o f tasks o r roles o f paraeducators. The paraeducators in this study viewed their role 
as more expansive than did the teachers.
Frith and Lindsey (1982), in a survey o f  SEA personnel, reported potential 
problem areas involving special education paraeducators which in turn could impact 
students. These included, in rank order, (a) not being properly utilized by the teacher; (b) 
inadequate formal training as to the needs o f  children; (c) getting along with teachers; (d) 
false sense o f self-importance, feeling superior to the supervising teacher; (e) getting 
along with administrators; and (f) getting along with children.
In a  project reported in Council o f Exceptional Children Today (1997), 
researchers identified eight areas in which unnecessary proximity o f  instructional aides to 
students with special needs can impede progress. These areas include:
1. The availability o f paraeducators can allow professional staff to avoid 
assuming responsibility and ownership for the education o f students with 
disabilities placed in general education classrooms;
2. Paraeducators often separate students with disabilities from the class group;
3. Paraeducators in close proximity to students with disabilities may foster 
dependence on adults;
4. Prolonged close proximity o f paraeducators to students with disabilities can 
adversely affect peer involvement;
5. Paraeducators often do not have the training or instructional knowledge and 
skill to provide adequate academic instruction to students with disabilities;
6. Students who have difficulty communicating may lose personal control when 
working with paraeducators regularly;
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7. The student’s gender may become secondary to the gender o f the
paraeducator, e.g. for bathroom use;
8. Paraeducator behaviors may interfere with the instruction o f other students.
(Working with Paraeducators, 1997, p. 5)
Factors do exist that threaten the effective use and impact o f special education 
paraeducators. Blalock (1991) stated, “Just like marriages, effective collaboration as 
team members in a  classroom or center involves many skills and efforts and is not likely 
to occur by accident or without deliberate attention”(p. 201). Unfortunately, neither 
teachers nor assistants are typically trained in strategies for working with each other. 
Inadequate communication can easily result in interpersonal conflicts. Other threatening 
variables are at the system level and relate to
1. absence o f job descriptions;
2. arbitrary and often inequitable assignment o f general school duties;
3. excessive and unreasonable use o f paraprofessionals as substitutes in special
and regular education;
4. scarcity o f time for joint planning;
5. an occasional perspective (emanating from the principal) that
paraprofessionals are not valued o r important. (Blalock, 1991, p. 201)
Frith (1982) discusses typical problems impacting special education 
paraeducators and then presents a troubleshooting guide. The areas o f concerns include 
(a) role-related problems relating to adequate utilization and insufficient amount o f 
formal training; (b) interpersonal skills resulting from differences in philosophy, an 
overzealous paraprofessional, and attitudes; and (c) job satisfaction problems with 
conditions as lack o f adequate salary, no continuing status, lack o f job security, and lack 
o f prestige.
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Recruitment. Selection, and Placement o f Paraeducators
Who are the paraeducators out in the field? Demographic information about 
presently employed special education paraeducators is difficult since few studies exist 
and most states do not keep that type o f information. Blalock (1991) reports on two 
studies conducted in 1984 and 1990 on some demographic information from two 
southwestern communities. Both studies found that the typical paraeducator (a) was 
female (92 %), (b) was Hispanic (54%) or Caucasian (31%), (c) was between the ages o f 
30 - 39 (34%) or between the ages o f40*49 (38%), (d) possessed a high school diploma 
or general equivalency diploma (GED), and (e) had less than one year experience (45%) 
or one to two years experience (35%) as a special education paraeducator.
In a survey conducted by the Minnesota Department o f Education, most o f the 
paraprofessionals reported they had been working an average o f 7.8 years. They worked 
from 31-40 hours a week (51.4%), although some worked 21-30 hours a week (34.5%). 
Most (73.7%) did not hold licenses or have teaching experience. Most often the 
paraprofessionals worked with learners who were in regular education classrooms, 
learning disabled, had emotional disorders, behavioral disorders or a combination o f both 
(Lorenz, 1994).
Mueller (1997) conducted a survey o f paraeducators m Vermont. Eighty-four 
percent o f the population was full-time employees working 30-40 hours per week with 
62% working with students with special needs. These paraeducators delivered their 
services in the general education classroom 46% o f the time with almost 30% o f the 
remaining population working in a combination o f  general and special education
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classrooms. O f these Vermont paraeducators, about 30% indicated that previous work 
with children was a  requirement for employment, although 34 % were unclear as to 
experience requirements. The maximum wage for 60% o f the respondents was $8.50 per 
hour with a  variety o f benefits being offered to the employee. Almost all had sick days 
and personal days, although 60% had a health plan and only 40% had a  dental plan.
Administrators play a  crucial role in establishing effective education and related 
services programs. Services provided to students are directly affected by the quality o f 
all personnel including paraeducators. Recruitment, selection, and placement o f 
paraeducators require attention if paraeducators are recognized as vital members o f the 
school's educational team.
The first step is to identify the needs and expected benefits. These guidelines 
provide direction in allocating resources, setting standards for employment, training, 
supervision, and evaluation o f  the impact paraeducators make to the system. Needs 
assessments commonly address the issues o f (a) needs o f students for individual 
attention, (b) extent o f professional/supervisory staff needs for paraeducator support, (c) 
training required by teachers to supervise paraeducators, and (d) paraeducator training 
needs (Pickett & Gerlach, 1997).
Establishment o f  qualifications for employment is an important next component 
o f paraeducator utilization. Qualifications should require that candidates have education 
and/or life or work experience that will allow them to successfully perform the duties o f 
the job. Job descriptions are written which stress the importance o f  paraeducators, clarify 
teacher-paraeducator role distinctions, serve as a reference point for evaluating
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paraeducator performance, and identify skills and training needs for paraeducators 
(Pickett, Steckelberg, & Vasa, 1993b). Job descriptions are often constructed at three 
levels to provide guidance to staff and paraeducators. Pickett and Gerlach, (1997) 
describe these three levels as follows:
1. District-wide Job Descriptions for Paraeducators: District-level job 
descriptions should provide the foundation for program and school professional- 
generated job descriptions. They contain instructional paraeducator roles and 
responsibilities, define supervisory responsibilities, and experiential/education 
requirements for different paraeducator positions;
2. Program Job Descriptions: Job descriptions for specific program areas 
identify tasks unique to the setting and student needs. Program-specific job 
descriptions should also address supervisory responsibility, roles, duties, and 
criteria for formal evaluations;
3. School Professional-Developed Personalized Job Descriptions: School 
professionals who supervise paraeducators are responsible for establishing a 
personalized job description that includes tasks the paraeducator will perform, 
where they will occur, individual student needs, materials required, and 
instructional strategies to be used. These job descriptions should be modified as 
changes occur in student goals and objectives and as the paraeducator acquires 
necessary training, (p. 239)
Written job descriptions provide paraeducators with an idea o f  expected duties, 
and give information about supervision and evaluation procedures. Areas that are 
generally found m job descriptions include (a) position title, (b) position setting, (c) 
purpose, (d) qualifications for the position, (e) duties and responsibilities, (f) orientation 
and/or training requirements, (g) time/hours needed, (h) duration o f the position, (i) 
supervision guidelines, 0  evaluation guidelines, and (k) salary and benefits (Frank et al., 
1988; Mueller, 1996; Pickett et aL, 1993b; Project PARA, 1991, 1996; Vasa, 
Steckelberg, & Sundermeier, 1989).
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In a study conducted by Vasa et al. (1982), only 50% o f  administrators, 48% o f 
teachers, and 39% o f paraprofessionals reported that their school has written job 
descriptions for paraprofessionals. In a  survey o f Vermont paraeducators, 47% o f those 
surveyed were not given written job descriptions. Job logistics such as duties and 
responsibilities o f the position, time/hours needed, and salary and benefits were usually 
covered in the job descriptions that were provided although few included information 
regarding supervision, qualifications for the position, evaluation guidelines, and 
orientation and /or training requirements for the job (Mueller, 1997).
The Minnesota Study completed in 1994 reported a majority o f paraprofessionals 
(57.6%) reported that they had written job descriptions. They were almost equally 
divided in saying that the job descriptions did or did not describe what they actually did 
in their jobs. O f those who said that the job descriptions did not describe what they did 
in their jobs, when asked what was missing, almost all o f them checked "the specific 
work assignments or duties that I am expected to do". Supervisors reported that 56.7% o f 
the parapro fessionals had written job descriptions accurately describing what they did in 
their work. Educational professionals (46.3%) reported that the paraprofessional had 
written job descriptions, but 32.4% said they did not know if there were any written job 
descriptions (Lorenz, 1994).
Vasa et al. (1982), in State o f the Art Assessment o f Paraprofessional Use in 
Special Education in the State o f Nebraska, found that in selecting paraeducators in 
special education, administrators identified interpersonal skills with children (85%), 
attitude towards disabled children (89%), interpersonal skills with adults (64%), and
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education level (46%) as the criteria most widely used in selecting the appropriate person 
for the job. The teachers in that study indicated a similar list. The authors note the 
interesting statistic that, in current practice, only 9% o f the administrators and 3 % o f the 
teachers considered completion o f a  paraeducator training program as a criterion. "The 
implication stated in the study was that aide training is desirable but not utilized as a 
selection mechanism, or that administrators are aware o f the dearth of training available 
and, therefore, do not use training as a  criterion" (V asaet aL, 1982, p. 34).
Coucal, Steckelberg, and Vasa (1991) found similar results in a study of 
educational program administrators dealing with paraprofessionals in speech and 
language programs in 11 Midwestern states. The highest mean rating in the study was 
attitudes toward students and interpersonal skills. Those skills rated less than fairly 
important were (a) experience working with individuals with handicaps, (b) completion 
o f paraprofessional training, (c) previous employment, and (d) knowledge o f special 
education. The lowest mean rating was obtained for level o f certification or permit.
Throughout the process o f hiring special education paraeducators, it is important 
to achieve a "match” between teacher and paraeducator, both in paraeducator skills and 
the support needs o f the supervising teacher. A Four-Step Placement Process, as shown 
in Figure 1, is advocated by McKenzie and Houk (1986a) and Merit Consultants (1995).
The first two steps in the placement process involve taking inventories o f 
teachers' needs and paraeducators' skills. The third step, "Resolving Differences" entails 
an analysis o f the inventories by the principal or supervisor to determine the most
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appropriate placement possible. The final step happens when the individualized job 
description for that teacher and paraeducator is written. An important part o f  this job 
description is a  statement permitting the teacher and/or coordinator to specify which 
skills the paraeducator must acquire, the methods o f opportunities available, and the time 
line for acquiring the additional training.
Figure 1. A model for paraprofessional placement.
Application and Interview
I
Hiring Decisions
Preservice raining
Paraprofessional
Inventory
Identify Skills 
and Interests
Teacher Request for Support Services
i
Establish Staff Priorities
i
Determine Parallels and Differences 
between Staff Needs and the 
Paraprofessional’s Skill
I
Additional Training Needs Indicated 
if Necessary
I
Job Description Written
Note. From “Paraprofessional in special education,” by R. G. McKenzie and C. S. Houk, 
1986, Teaching Exceptional Children. 18. p. 248 and Paraprofessional in Today’s School. 
by Merit Consultants, 1995, p. 5.
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Whether this four-step placement process o r some other one is utilized, a  system 
that looks at both the needs o f the programs and the skills the special education 
paraeducator brings to the job will produce more efficient programs and more satisfying, 
stable working relationships.
Current Roles and Responsibilities o f  Special Education Paraeducators
The roles and responsibilities o f paraeducators have changed dramatically since 
the 1950s when they were first introduced to the educational setting. Paraeducators have 
come a long way since the days when their role was primarily clerical and housekeeping.
In 1966, The Altoona, Pennsylvania Schools provided a  job description for 
teacher aides, which was similar to others o f the time (Branick, 1966). It required each 
person applying for a  teacher aide position to first take the General Aptitude Test battery. 
If  hired, the teacher aide had other requirements.
1. The teacher aide must be able to set up and operate audio-visual equipment, 
play tape recording, and prepare overhead projection transparencies.
2. The teacher aide must be able to perform clerical duties like preparing 
instructional materials under the direction o f professional staff, operate duplicating 
equipment, correct pupil's written work, maintain attendance and achievement records, 
distribute classroom supplies and texts.
3. The teacher aide must be able to supervise study halls and maintain proper 
discipline in halls and classrooms.
4. The teacher aide must be able to take direction and supervision and maintain a 
high level o f behavior.
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5. The teacher aide must be able to be prepared to stand for long periods o f time; 
use both hands; move, and lift up to forty pounds o f equipment; be in good general 
health; maintain calm; have a  mature attitude; and be alert.
The rate o f pay was $1.25 per hour and aides were evaluated on poise, personality, use o f 
English, training and skills, and appearance.
The roles and responsibilities o f paraeducators are in transition and are becoming 
more intricate and demanding. Paraeducators participate in all phases o f the instructional 
process. They (a) perform functional assessment activities, (b) observe and record 
information about student performance and behavior, (c) assist with instruction provided 
to individual and small groups o f student, (d) provide opportunities for students to 
practice skills in the classroom and community settings, and (e) assist with the 
implementation o f behavior management programs for individual students.
Paraeducators may provide assistance to a  variety o f students including students with and 
without disabilities, students with health needs and students with limited English. They 
may work in the general education classroom, in special needs settings, in lunchrooms, 
on playgrounds, on school buses, at vocational work sites, in computer labs, and in 
school media centers (Iowa Department o f Education, 1997; Lyons, Davis, Malone, 
Hanselmann, & Dunning, 1995; Passaro, Pickett, Latham, & HongBo, 1994; Pickett, 
1993).
The listings o f roles and responsibilities o f  paraeducators are well-documented in 
the literature (Allen & Morrison, 1972; Amond, 1988; Blalock, 1991; Blessing, 1967;
Des Moines Community School District, 1981; Frank et al., 1988; Green & Barnes,
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1988; Greer, 1978; Hansen, 1996; Illinois State Board o f  Education, 1986; Iow a 
Department o f Education, 1997; Jacobson & Drije, 1972; Lamont & Hill, 1991; Lasater, 
1996; Lorenz, 1994; Marble, 1996; McKenzie & Houk, 1986a; Merit Consultants, 1995; 
Morehouse & Albright, 1991; Mueller, 1996; Northwest R-I School District, 1986;
Pickett, 1996a; Pickett, 1996b; Pickett et al., 1993b; Project PARA, 1991; Washington 
State, 1997; Womack, 1987). Appendix C lists examples o f duties for paraeducator 
positions.
In a Minnesota survey, 50.3% o f the paraprofessionals surveyed felt they had 
almost total responsibility for the supervising and planning activities for one o r more o f  
the learners with whom they were working. Approximately 69% o f the paraprofessionals 
did not have planning time with licensed staff A majority o f paraprofessionals (64.4%) 
received directions from regular education teachers or from special education teachers 
(50.3%; Lorenz, 1994).
The Washington Education Association examined job responsibilities and duties 
o f special education paraprofessionals in the classrooms. The respondents from 
Washington State stated their roles included: (a) modifying assignments for students 
(49%), (b) developing instructional materials (38% ), (c) writing lesson plans (23% ), and 
(d) providing input into the evaluation o f the special education students with whom they 
work (64%; Lyons et al., 1995).
Lamont and Hill (1991) studied paraeducators in elementary regular education 
classrooms in which children with handicapping conditions were integrated in school 
districts in the province o f British Columbia. The regular education teacher’s (RET) and
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paraprofessional's (PP) perceptions were compared as to which tasks were performed in 
the areas o f instructional support (IS), behavior management support (BMS), diagnostic 
support (DS), classroom organization (CO), and personal care assistance (PCA). A 
complete listing o f tasks is found in Appendix D. Tasks which were endorsed by at least 
70% o f both the regular education teachers and paraprofessionals appear in 
Table 1.
On the same survey, tasks deemed to be not appropriate for paraprofessionals to 
be performing, as judged by at least 50% o f  the regular education teachers, included (a) 
function as a substitute when teacher is absent (85.1%; IS), (b) develop learning activities 
(52.2%; IS), (c) administer formal tests (e.g., Peabody, Keymath; 77.1 %; DS), (d) score 
formal tests (70.2%; DS), (e) perform routine maintenance tasks (e.g., wash desks;
58.3%; CO), and (f) develop learning centers (54.3%; CO; Lamont & Hill, 1991).
Frank et al. (1998) completed a  study with special education teachers and 
paraprofessionals in Iowa which rated tasks as important for their paraprofessionals to be 
able to complete. Only two tasks—preparing materials and help practice skills—were 
rated as important by every group o f special education teachers (resource, special class 
with integration, and self-contained class, in elementary and secondary programs). The 
authors suggested that paraprofessionals at different levels and employed in different 
settings have different competencies.
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Table 1
Preferred Tasks: Endorsed bv 7Q+% o f  Regular Education Teachers (RETsi and 
Paraprofessionals fPPsl
Average
Percentage
Type o f 
Support Task
94.5% IS Reinforce concepts presented by teacher
923% BMS Provide feedback to students
91.8% BMS Provide emotional support to students
91.2% IS Help students work on assignments
90.4% IS Supervise independent or small group
88.4% IS Work with minimal supervision from teachers
87.2% IS Accompany students on field trips
85.8% IS Read to students
85.5% IS Assist students with corrections
82.9% IS Modify written material
80.2% CO Provide routine clerical tasks
80.2% CO Make instructional materials
79.9% BMS Monitor student progress
77.6% IS Listen to students read
75.4% CO Prepare displays/bulletin boards
73.8% DS Confer with counselors, social workers, parents
72.6% DS Observe and record progress
72.4% IS Help student select library books
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Current Roles and Responsibilities o f Teachers 
The National Education Association, in conjunction with a report written by 
Pickett (1996a), listed tasks performed by teachers to effectively integrate paraeducators 
into the instructional team'and supervise their work. This list includes:
1. Planning, scheduling and assigning specific duties for paraeducators based on 
their work experience, level o f  training and demonstrated competency to perform
as task;
2. Directing and monitoring the day-to-day work o f the paraeducator;
3. Delegating appropriate tasks to paraeducators;
4. Using effective communication and problem-solving techniques to reduce 
interpersonal or other problems that may occur in the classroom;
5. Providing feedback about the paraeducator's on-the-job performance;
6. Planning and providing structured on-the-job coaching based on the identified 
training needs o f the paraeducators. (p. 6)
Pickett and Gerlach’s study (1998) discussed that although school professionals 
and paraeducators may have tasks that overlap, ‘i t  is the professional staff member who 
is the team leader, decision maker, interpreter o f data, identifier o f instructional and 
related service goals, organizer o f teaming experiences, and evaluator o f  educational 
outcomes” (p. 310).
The classroom and special education teachers are often the ones responsible for 
integrating, directing, and providing the on-the-job training for paraeducators. French 
and Pickett (as cited in Hilton & Ringlaben, 1998) point out the skills teachers require:
1. A knowledge o f district policies with regard to the employment, rotes and 
duties, placement, and evaluation o f paraeducators;
2. An ability to plan, assign, and schedule specific duties for paraeducators 
based on a  knowledge o f their previous experience, level o f training, and 
demonstrated competency to perform a task;
3. An ability to direct ami monitor the day-to-day work o f the paraeducator;
4. An ability to delegate appropriate tasks to paraeducators;
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5. An ability to  use effective communication and problem-solving techniques to 
reduce interpersonal or other problems that may occur in the classroom;
6. An ability to objectively and systematically determine the strengths and 
weaknesses o f  paraeducators assigned to the classroom;
7. An ability to plan and provide structured on-the-job coaching sessions based 
on the identified training needs o f  the paraeducators. (p. 310)
Current Roles and Responsibgities o f Administrators 
Effective integration o f paraeducators into classrooms requires cooperation 
among administrators and teachers at the district and building levels. District-level 
personnel and building principals are charged with: (a) developing job descriptions 
containing criteria for employment and duties; (b) developing criteria for the selection o f 
paraeducators; (c) recruiting and assigning paraeducators; (d) identifying the roles and 
duties o f teachers and paraeducators, and ensuring that everyone understands the 
distinctions; (e) providing systematic training for paraeducators, combining formal pre- 
and inservice sessions with supervised on-the-job coaching; (f) conducting training for 
teachers to strengthen supervisory and management skills; (g) involving teachers directly 
in the selection o f paraeducators; (h) scheduling opportunities for teachers and 
paraeducators to meet regularly; (i) developing, in collaboration with school 
professionals, criteria and instruments for assessing the performance o f paraeducators;
(j) assisting members o f  the instructional team to resolve interpersonal o r other problems 
that may occur in the classrooms; and (k) providing information and interpreting the 
objectives o f  the program to parents, teachers, students, and community (Pickett & 
Gerlach, 1997; Project PARA, 1991).
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Evaluation o f  Paraeducators
Evaluating paraeducators identifies training and support needs and determines 
how effectively the special education paraeducator is being utilized. Issues that need to 
be addressed as district and building policy and procedures include:
1. What is the criteria for acceptable performance?
2. What methods will be used to gather data about performance?
3. Who will be responsible for evaluating the paraprofessional?
4. How often will evaluation be conducted?
5. How will feedback about performance be given?
6. What strategies will be used to improve performance? (Vasa et aL, 1989, p. 8)
There are two types o f evaluations usually used. The first, an informal evaluation
o f the use o f the paraprofessional, is monitored by the supervising teacher on an ongoing 
basis throughout the school year. The second, a  formal evaluation, involves 
observations and ratings o f  administrators and the supervising teachers which relate to 
the paraeducator's performance (Marble, 1996; Vasa et al., 1989).
Informal evaluation occurs on a  daily basis in the classroom or in other situations 
in which the paraeducator works. Observations made each day can be used to identify 
areas o f strengths and weaknesses. A weekly conference between the teacher and 
paraeducator, as advocated by Pickett e t aL (1993b), Project PARA (1991), and 
Vasa et al. (1989), explored these observations in greater depth as far as the 
paraeducator’s implementation o f instructional strategies, rapport with students, and need 
to perform other duties.
In contrast to informal evaluation, a  formal evaluation requires much more 
preplanning and often involves standardized forms. Components o f a formal evaluation 
include:
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1. Preobservation activities including defining concerns, establishing criteria o f 
acceptable performance, and developing evaluative instruments;
2. Data gathering through formal observations, use o f  rating scales, 
questionnaires, etc;
3. Analyzing o f  results and identifying o f behaviors to maintain or change;
4. Conferencing with the person being evaluated to provide feedback and outline 
plans/strategies to improve or change behavior. (Project PARA, 1991, p. 14)
Items appearing on observation forms and rating scales should match duties and
responsibilities outlined in the written job description. The specific content o f the
evaluation instrument depends on local needs and expectations. A sample evaluation
form is in Appendix E as adapted from Green and Barnes (1988); Pickett and Gerlach
(1997); Project PARA (1991); and V asaetal. (1989).
An evaluation conference is a chance for the administrator, supervising teacher,
and paraeducator to share strengths and weaknesses observed, areas in which
improvement might be attempted, strategies for changing behaviors, plans for needed
training or inservice, and changes in the assigned duties. The checklist in Appendix F
provides a  guide for administrators in planning and evaluating the supervision o f
paraeducators (Marble, 1996; Pickett & Gerlach, 1997; Pickett, Vasa, & Steckelberg,
1993b).
Vasa et al. (1982) in State o f the Art Assessment o f Paraprofessional Use in 
Special Education in the State o f Nebraska report that 81% o f the administrators and 
77% o f the special education teachers identified special education teachers as responsible 
for evaluating the performance o f  teacher aides. The most commonly used form o f
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evaluation was observations by the supervisor. Twenty-seven percent o f the 
administrators, 33% o f the teachers, and 24% o f  the aides reported that teacher aides 
were not formally evaluated.
In Vermont, Mueller (1997) found that o f the respondents who received 
evaluations (74%), teacher supervisors observed them most often (74%) with the 
paraeducators receiving written feedback on their performance based on then’ job 
description (48%) or using a standardized checklist (43%). A self-evaluation was a 
component o f the evaluation process in 39% o f the respondents.
Passaro et al. (1994) questioned special education paraeducators in North Dakota, 
South Dakota, and Wyoming about the positive and negative aspects o f their jobs. The 
most frequent response for choosing to work in the special education area was the 
opportunity to serve students with special needs (94%). Sixteen percent o f the 
paraeducators stated that they planned to leave then current position because o f some o f 
the following: (a) lack o f opportunity to advance, (b) poor salary, (c) lack o f benefits, (d) 
lack o f respect, and (e) lack o f administrative support. Administrators and teachers in the 
survey reported similar reasons for paraeducator resignations.
Mueller (1997) asked paraeducators what indication o f support they lacked in 
their school districts. They reported the following things were not available to them:
. .  .differential pay based upon training and experience (76%); procedures for 
insuring that their duties were carried out in their absence (63%); being paid to 
attend meetings regarding students (48%); staff relationships characterized by 
mutual respect (35%); being asked for their opinions on student issues (29%); 
being invited to attend staff meetings regarding students (29%); and adequate 
break time for personal needs (22%). O f these paraeducators, more than half 
(58%) planned on remaining in their jobs the coming year. The three most
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important reasons they would consider leaving their jobs were: the salary (65%); 
to pursue a  career as a  teacher o r other career opportunities (43%); and lack o f  
opportunity for advancement (39%). (p. 5)
Evaluation o f the I ftflization o f  Services 
In addition to rating the performance o f  the paraeducator, an important outcome 
o f the evaluation process to determine how effectively the services o f  the paraeducator 
are being used. Questions and issues that require the attention o f a  principal to determine 
the effectiveness o f  supervision include the following:
1. Are there district and building structures and guidelines for supervision?
2. Does the school professional provide appropriate direction and support for the 
paraeducator?
3. How does the presence o f the paraeducator impact the productivity o f the
professional?
4. How does the presence o f the paraeducator impact the students? (Pickett & 
Gerlach, 1997, p. 246)
Giangreco et al. (1999) support an evaluation plan being established to determine, 
when possible, how and when the paraeducator services could be faded. This needs to be 
looked at when the student becomes more independent or when the paraeducator services 
could be replaced with more natural occurring supports like the classroom teachers or
peers.
Questions in an evaluation o f the utilization o f paraeducators should include the 
following according to Freschi (1999):
1. Is there another way to provide the necessary supports for the child?
2. Can we state specifically what we are going to accomplish or hope to 
accomplish with the use o f an individual aide?
3. Can we accomplish these goals in another way?
4. Can we measure these goals?
5. W hat will happen if we don’t provide this type o f support?
6. How are we going to fade the use o f the individual aide from the child?
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7. Have we set a  time line?
8. Have we set criteria that will indicate that it is time for the child to move 
away from this level o f  support?
9. How are we going to know that this expensive and risky level o f support has 
succeeded? (p. 43)
Training Needs o f Paraeducators 
To insure quality education for students and appropriate safety for students and 
staff, paraeducators need to be provided with district and building orientation and on­
going staff development commensurate with their responsibilities. Core competencies 
for special education paraeducators is shown in Appendix G (Iowa Department o f 
Education, 1998; Morehouse and Albright, 1991; Pickett & Gerlach, 1997).
On the survey by Pickett (1996b), it is noted that training and professional 
development is primarily the responsibility o f local districts or other employers. As a 
result, training, when it is available, is highly limited and parochial, is not competency 
based nor standardized, and is not part o f  the comprehensive systems o f career and 
professional development that include: (a) initial orientation for paraeducators including 
the types o f programs, individuals served, range o f job duties, specialized equipment or 
materials, and a handbook; (b) systematic on-the-job coaching provided by 
supervisors; (c) structured in-service training linked to advancement through different 
levels o f paraeducator positions and supplementing the work place training; and (d) 
access to articulated post-secondary education programs designed to encourage entry into 
the professional ranks based on career preferences (Blalock, 1991; Hofineister, 1993; 
Passaro et aL, 1994; Pickett et a t, 1993b).
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The Washington Education Association surveyed special education parapros 
(paraeducators) on training topics. Over 60% o f the respondents have had training from 
their building/district, Educational Service Districts (ESD), community college, or other 
higher education institute in the following areas:
1. Job role expectations and responsibilities in serving special education 
students;
2. Behavior management/physical control for special education students;
3. Instructional techniques;
4. Strategies for tutoring and reinforcing lessons;
5. Observing/recording and reporting student behavior;
6. CPT/first aid safety;
7. Communicating with students;
8. Teaming with other adults;
9. Disaster plans/emergency procedures;
10. Procedures for infectious disease control;
11. Observing student behavior and maintaining good data.
(Lyons et aL, 1995, p. 6)
More than 25% o f the respondents say they have not had training in the following topics
and that they need it.
1. School district rules and policies regarding special education students;
2. Legal rights o f children and youth with disabilities;
3. Knowledge o f handicapping conditions;
4. Behavior management/physical control for special education students;
5. Instructional methods for facilitating student transitions;
6. Developing/constructing instructional materials;
7. Individual education plans;
8. Working with medically fragile students;
9. Working with physically challenged students;
10. Cultural diversity;
11. Facilitating the inclusion o f special education students in the regular 
education classroom;
12. Ethical issues in serving special education students;
13. Procedures /responsibilities for identifying and reporting neglect/abuse; and
14. Recognizing over-medication and under-medication.
(Lyons et aL, 1996, p. 7)
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la  order to identify specific skills, advice from paraeducators and teachers in 
Utah, Kansas, and Tennessee was sought. Teachers and paraeducators were nearly 
identical in their rankings o f general competencies. Both groups identified instructional 
strategies and behavior management as the two most important competencies for 
paraeducators. Next was classroom organization skills and assessment skills (Morgan, 
Gassman, Salzberg, & Jardine, 1993).
Minnesota paraprofessionals, educational professionals, and supervisors all 
reported that training was necessary in (a) what was specific to the work; (b) the 
characteristics o f learners, then needs, and how to communicate with them; (c) defining 
the roles o f paraprofessionals, teachers, and other professionals; (d) confidentiality 
requirements; (e) employee orientation to the school district; and (f) training in 
communication skills with adults. The preferred type o f training was on-going, rather 
than training only when first employed (Lorenz, 1994).
Iowa focus groups met in the fall o f 1995, Hansen (1996) reports that participants 
o f paraeducators identified a  variety o f basic competency areas in which they need 
training. Examples o f these competencies include knowledge o f special education law, 
confidentiality, health and safety, use o f computers, and stages o f child development. 
Primary skill development needs identified were in the area o f  behavior management, 
school-wide discipline, and crisis management (responding to  extreme behavioral 
episodes). Other identified training needs included information about specific 
disabilities, the Individualized Education Plan (IEP), why accommodations are needed, 
and instructions on how to implement accommodations for students.
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Six suggestions for paraprofessional preparation to bridge to successful foil 
inclusion o f special needs students are offered by W adsworth and Knight (1996). These 
suggestions were
1. Provide critical initial preservice training through a centralized 
interdisciplinary training team;
2. Prepare paraprofessionals for new role and unique responsibilities;
3. Communicate the importance o f team collaboration;
4. Prepare paraprofessionals to use a variety o f  instructional techniques;
5. Enhance evaluation, observation, and data collection skills;
6. Train and model the use o f appropriate behavior management techniques, 
(pp. 166-167)
A core curriculum for paraprofessionals was presented at the Annual Conference 
for Exceptional Children (CEC) Conference by Pickett, Steckelberg, and Vasa (1993a). 
This curriculum set out these areas:
I. Strengthening the Instructional Team
A. Understanding distinctions in the roles and duties o f teachers and 
paraeducators.
B. Using effective communication and problem solving techniques.
II. Legal and human rights o f children and youth and their parents
III. Human growth and development
IV. Components o f  the instructional process
A. Individual Education Plan (IEP)/IndividuaI Family Support Plan 
(IFSP)/Individual Teaching Plan (ITP)/Lesson Plans
B. Assessment
C. Goals and Objectives
D. Behavior Management
E. Instructional Strategies
V. Appreciating Diversity 
VT. Working with Families
VII. Emergency/Health/Safety Procedures, (p. 112)
Types o f  training available to paraeducators in a  Vermont study were (a) on-the- 
job (40%), (b) advice and mentoring from other paraeducators (20%), or (c) just before 
entering their current positions (17%). Inservice workshops, taking courses, or
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participating in the statewide paraeducator conference was only utilized by 8 to 12% o f 
the respondents. Attending teacher inservice training was required in 54% o f the 
paraeducators, but more than 50% were not paid to attend some or any inservice training
(Mueller, 1997).
One o f  the most effective means o f communicating roles and expectations for the 
paraeducator is the handbook. These handbooks include information about duties, ethical 
and legal responsibilities, supervisory responsibility, personnel practices, and other 
district and building policies that are important to paraeducators. Appendix H outlines 
the content for a handbook as outlined by Pickett and Gerlach (1997).
Paraeducators and licensed staff consistently practice ethical responsibilities 
required o f their position. "Because education is a people-oriented activity, the need to 
establish and maintain effective ethical relationships and practice is critical. The 
professional without knowledge o f ethics is a  professional in trouble (Pickett & Gerlach, 
1997, p. 229). The same should be said about paraeducators and thus training is 
necessary. Appendix I lists a  suggested Code ofE thics as described in Iowa Department 
o f Education (1998); Lacattiva (1985); Mueller (1996); Northwest R-I School (1985); 
Pickett and Gerlach (1997); and Vasa, Steckelberg, and Hoffinan (1986).
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Training Needs o f  the Teacher/Professional 
Given the growth in the use o f  paraeducators, ft is surprising how little attention 
has been paid thus far to preparing certified teachers to work with paraeducators in their 
classrooms. In some states, special education paraeducator training and supervision are 
the responsibility o f teachers, who typically have no instruction in these skills (Frith & 
Lindsey, 1982; McKenzie & Houk, 1986b).
Marks, Schrader, and Levine (1999) state that ft is not enough for special needs 
teachers to provide paraeducators with consultation and training on students needs. It is 
critical for regular classroom teachers to be provided this training as well; otherwise 
paraeducators are left to be the “experts’' about students and their needs. Teachers must 
be provided training on how to supervise paraprofessfonals, especially m how to 
coordinate instructional efforts to meet the needs o f all students in the classroom.
Survey research by May and Marozas (as cited in Salzberg & Morgan, 1995) o f 
teachers o f persons with severe handicapping conditions indicates that, o f the few 
colleges and universities that include supervision o f paraeducators in their preservice 
teacher education programs, only a  very small majority treat it in any depth. A review o f 
training programs, position papers, and research reports conducted by Salzberg and 
Morgan (1995) found considerable consensus about the topics that should be considered 
in teacher training programs. Those topics include (a) evaluating performance, (b) roles 
and responsibilities o f the paraeducator and the teacher, (c) the importance o f 
communication, (d) methods o f integrating paraeducators, (e) training program
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components, and (f) management and supervision. The University o f Nebraska-Lincoln 
has one o f the few documented course and materials development for inclusion in its 
special education personnel preparation programs (Blalock, 1991; Vasa &  Steckelberg, 
1987; Vasa et aL, 1989).
Teachers are now front-line managers who are expected to direct and provide on- 
the-job coaching to paraeducators.
Teachers, however, are rarely prepared at either the graduate or undergraduate
levels to work effectively with paraeducators o r to assess the potential for even
greater utilization o f paraeducators as one method for freeing teachers to plan and
deliver personalized instruction for all student who can benefit from them.
(Pickett, 1996b, p. 10)
Parsons and Reid (1999) feel “teachers should be trained in the supervisory skills 
o f systematically observing the teaching skills o f others and providing feedback to 
improve the teaching process. This focused supervisory training for teachers is often 
essential to the successful training o f paraeducator” (p. 53).
Blalock (1991) stresses the importance o f frequent discussions with special 
education paraeducators to include them in decision making, activity preparation, and 
perceptions o f students' progress, feelings about recent activities, and ideas for the future. 
Feedback on performance is necessary on a  regular basis.
Vasa and Steckelberg (as cited in Pickett & Gerlach, 1997) state in order to fully 
tap the benefits provided by paraeducators, teachers, and other licensed practitioners, it is 
necessary to require training that enables them to
1. Describe reasons for the employment o f  paraeducators;
2. Identify key distinctions m the roles o f  paraeducators and supervisory
professionals;
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
58
3. Describe professional, ethical, and legal factors that impact paraeducator
employment;
4. Participate in interviewing applicants for paraeducator positions;
5. Communicate effectively with paraeducators;
6. Develop and implement on-the-job training activities for paraeducators;
7. Plan, assign, and delegate paraeducator tasks;
8. Provide feedback about paraeducator performance;
9. Use effective problem-solving techniques, (p. 253)
Likens and Morgan (1999) state the four most important supervision training 
priorities are “delineating roles and responsibilities, prevention o f  management problems, 
effective communication, and observation and feedback” (p. 12).
Iowa focus groups o f teachers felt they needed training to work with 
paraeducators. The areas o f need included (a) teacher roles in working with 
paraeducators, (b) supervisory issues, (c) how to communicate with and evaluate 
paraeducators, (d) time management, and, (e) how to work with seasoned paraeducators 
when the teacher is new (Hansen, 1996).
Delegation is the process o f getting things done through others who have been 
trained to handle them. It is the act o f  entrusting enough authority to another to get the 
job done without giving up responsibility. School professionals have to delegate tasks to 
paraeducators who are trained to do the tasks. The school professional still has ultimate 
responsibility and accountability for the outcome o f the task. Therefore, delegation is 
fundamentally important to the supervision o f paraeducators.
Pickett and Gerlach (1997) list many o f  the documented reasons school 
professionals fail to delegate to paraeducators. These reasons include;
1. Believe they can do the job fester and are unwilling to wait;
2. Recognize that it takes time to train the paraeducator;
3. Lack confidence in the paraeducator's work;
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4. Cannot tolerate less than perfect results;
5. Fear being disliked by someone who may expect them to do the task 
themselves, or by the person to whom they delegate an unpleasant task;
6. Fear that they will lose control;
7. Think it is easier to do it themselves than to tell others how to do it;
8. Are convinced that delegation burdens the other person more than it benefits
him/her;
9. Lack the skill to delegate well;
10. Lack the skills to work well with adults;
11. Fear that delegation reveals incompetence or feel insecure when depending
on others;
12. Want to account only for themselves and do not want to be indebted to 
others;
13. Believe that ‘teaching is for teachers’ and are unwilling to give the necessary
authority, (p. 108)
Training Needs o f  Administrators 
Training options for administrators seem to be the scarcest o f all. If  any reference 
to paraeducators in educational administration programs is made, it is usually embedded 
within issues o f  supervision and evaluation o f all support personnel within buildings: 
custodians, cafeteria staff, ancillary service personnel, librarians and clerical staff and 
other assistants (Blalock, 1991). Pickett's (1989, 1994) training program includes one 
section on the role o f administrators. Other manuals for administrators have also been 
published giving some attention to guidelines for employment and supervision of 
paraeducators (Pickett, 1988; V asaet al., 1986; V asaet aL, 1989).
Administrators and teachers can do a  great deal to recognize paraeducators' 
impact on students and programs (Lacattiva, 1985). Blalock (1991) refers to a study 
done by Saren at the University o f New Mexico in 1986. The suggestions given by that 
study for enhancing the teacher-paraeducator relationship include:
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1. Relieving paraprofessionals o f  duty during staff meetings;
2. Increasing paraprofessional pay;
3. Having paraprofessionals teach one period per day;
4. Changing paraprofessional title to Teaching Assistant;
5. Providing for 30 minutes per day without students;
6. Paying paraprofessionals for subbing;
7. Lengthening the school day or year. (p. 208)
Some o f the suggestions relate to the crucial tune needed for collaborative 
planning and preparation on the part o f the paraprofessional and teacher. Other means 
include the use o f parent conferences and staff meetings to showcase the assistants' 
accomplishments and roles.
Administrators set the tone for paraeducators' integration into the school and 
community programs. Much more information needs to be woven into preservice and 
inservice training agendas for administrators.
Training Program Components
Frith and Lindsey (1982), Frith and Mims (1985), Pickett (1986), and Reid, B. 
and Reid, W. (1974) support pre-service, inservice, and continued training o f special 
education paraeducators due to the ever-changing roles and responsibilities in the 
delivery o f education to students. Training options for paraeducators range horn 
informal events in the classroom or building to formal, degree-based programs in 
post secondary institutes. One the most important things to keep in mind when planning 
is to know that the learning needs and behaviors o f adult learners are quite different from 
those o f children. Blalock (1991) explains
Adult learning principles (e.g., emphasis on goal setting and decision making,
focus on actual life demands, task orientation, activity-based, founded on past
experiences, etc.) must be carefully woven into inservice and preservice
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instruction. In  contrast, some good teaching principles apply across age groups: 
preassessment to identify strengths and needs, rationales, clear instruction in the 
concept o r skill to be learned (including examples and non-examples), modeling, 
guided and independent practice with feedback, and regular review, (p. 210)
Gartner (1972) expressed the aphorism as "teachers teach as they are taught, not as they
are taught to teach” (p. 57). This needs to be taken into consideration regarding the
training o f all levels o f  teaching staff.
Passaro et al. (1994) asked special education paraeducators, special education
teachers, and administrators in North Dakota, South Dakota and Wyoming for
recommendations o f  methods to utilize in the provision o f  inservice training. In rank
order, those recommendations were (a) conferences, (b) on site workshops, (c) television
or satellite teleconferencing, (d) training from institutions o f higher education, and (e)
information packages.
Training methods preferred by Iowa focus group paraeducator participants
included (a) Saturday offerings, (b) participation in teacher workdays with special
sessions for paraeducators, (c) study groups if during the work day, (d) videos, (e)
opportunities to meet with paraeducators in similar roles, (f) conferences, and (g)
opportunities to meet and discuss issues with teachers (Hansen, 1996).
A study o f administrators, special education teachers, and special education aides
in the state o f Nebraska asked what types o f training special education aides need. All
three groups perceived LEA, master teacher, and Educational Service Units (ESU)—like
Iowa AEAs—the training rather than associate degree or regional training by the state
department as preferred types. The administrators selected the LEA most often (74%)
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while training by a  master teacher was selected most often by teachers (54% ) and 
teacher aides (59%). When asked whether inservice training was provided for teacher 
aides, 60% o f the administrators, 82% o f the teachers, and 81% o f the teacher aides 
reported formal inservice was not provided (Vasa et al., 1982).
A comprehensive review o f the literature completed by Morgan, Hofmeister, and 
Ashbaker (1995) identified 32 training programs for paraeducators across the United 
States. The most frequently cited training topic was roles and responsibilities (80%), 
followed by monitoring, assessment and evaluation (69%), teaming and collaboration 
(64%), instruction (64%), and management o f  behavior (64%). Generally, the topics 
covered a range o f professional skills and did not train for clerical or housekeeping roles 
for paraeducators. In the same review, research papers which addressed paraeducator 
training were identified, consisting largely o f surveys o f education personnel to identify 
suitable topics for training. The most commonly occurring topics o f  those papers were 
behavior management (88% o f papers), followed by understanding special education 
students (66%), collecting assessment data (55%), and presenting new concepts 
instruction (55%).
Special education parapros (paraeducators) in a  Washington Education 
Association survey indicated essential elements o f  an ideal training program. Such a 
program would
1. Provide incentives and increased motivation for accessing training and
improving skills;
2. Provide continued support for training;
3. Ensure equity in the availability o f  training;
4. Enhance the professionalism o f the parapros;
5. Recognize the increasing professional standards for parapros;
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6. Encourage cultural sensitivity toward parapros;
7. Be consistent and cumulative;
8. Be portable from district to district;
9. Be explicitly advertised so that parapros can make good choices;
10. Have long range goals;
11. Include effective course evaluation and feedback;
12. Be presented in a  variety o f  formats with the utilization o f research in 
development o f training design;
13. Address the demands o f the job, qualities o f the students, and the level o f  
schooling at which they work;
14. Be accessible prior to the situation in which new skills are needed.
(Lyons et a l, 1995, p. 9)
Project PARA (1999), from the University o f Nebraska-Lincoln, has a training 
program available over the Internet. It involves self-study, group activities, a talk line, 
references, further readings, and practicum activities applicable to actual learning and 
classroom situations. Areas covered in the course include:
1. Roles and Responsibilities o f  the Paraeducator;
2. Ethical Issues for Paraeducators;
3. O rganization and Management o f the Classroom;
4. Developing Instructional Skills;
5. Behavior Management, Observation and Recording o f  Student Performance;
6. Effective Communication with Students, Teachers, and Other Professionals;
7. A Guide to Special Education Programs and Procedures. (Steckelberg & 
Vasa, 1998, p. 56)
Project PARA was designed around the following adult-learning principles:
1. Training needs to relate to  on-the-job performance and be specifically 
tailored to job settings and needs;
2. Schools should be partners in the training process, and training should be 
closely associated with the individual school’s philosophy and operation;
3. Emphasis should be on training that is easily accessible and reflects the work 
schedule;
4. Training programs should have stated outcomes, curriculum, and activities;
5. A range o f training resources and instructional methods should be used to 
enhance the opportunity for learning;
6. Training programs should include procedures and activities that promote 
accountability for learning;
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7. Training should provide opportunities for supervised practice and feedback;
8. Training should provide the opportunity to improve working relationships
with teachers;
9. Paraeducators should receive credit and recognition for increased knowledge 
and skills. (Steckelberg & Vasa, 1998, p. 54)
Piecing Together the Purale provided practical suggestions for use by 
paraeducators, teachers, and administrators. The manual was intended to assist with 
orientation o f newly employed paraeducators or paraeducators who experienced a change 
in role or assignment. The contents include:
1. District and Building Policies;
2. People to Meet;
3. Roles and Responsibilities;
4. Job Description;
5. Expectations;
6. Performance;
7. Professional Ethics;
8. Professional Organizations and Resources;
9. Teaming;
10. Special Education Process;
11. Disabilities;
12. Instruction;
13. Behavior Management. (Steckelberg & Vasa, 1998, p. 54)
Training Program Concerns 
Despite increased number o f paraeducators and increased reliance on 
paraeducators in complex and demanding roles, many school districts' personnel policies 
and administrative procedures do not adequately reflect these changes. There is little 
evidence o f an increased allocation and formal opportunities for training for 
paraeducators, teachers, or administrators. A comparison o f Pickett's 1991 national 
survey o f staff development resources for paraeducators and Reid and Johnson's 1978 
survey o f similar resources shows no change in national indicators (Hofineister, 1993).
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Morgan et al. (1993) comment that "although paraeducators are generally 
receptive—even eager—to participate in training, it seems their direct involvement with 
students is so critical that, paradoxically, little time remains for developing their own 
skills" (p. 9). Reasons given for limited paraeducator training were scheduling problems, 
competing job assignments, and budgetary constraints. Steckelberg and Vasa (1998) 
state some o f the reasons why so few schools have effective paraeducator training 
programs:
1. Distance limits paraeducators’ participation in traditional training resources;
2. Costs o f traditional training programs for tuition, books, room and board, and 
extensive travel requirements are often unreasonable, particularly in relation to 
expected income;
3. School administrators frequently don’t view certificate programs for 
paraeducators as a preemployment requirement;
4. Paraeducators are typically permanent community residents;
5. Schools have limited time and resources to provide systematic on-the-job 
training, (p. 54)
The Des Moines Community School District (1981) stated that untrained
paraprofessionals result in 14.7% failures, 19.3 % marginal employees, and 24.0% public
relations negatives.
The low range o f aides' salaries, according to Vasa et al. (1982)
. . .  may be one factor explaining or contributing to the minimal amount o f 
training for teacher aides. It would undoubtedly be difficult to require extensive 
preservice training or certification with teacher aide salaries at this level.
Therefore, careful consideration should be given to what kinds o f training are 
appropriate and how they should be financed, (p. 35)
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Morgan and Hofineister (1997), after a  review o f the literature on staff 
development curriculum for paraeducators, state the following questions should be 
addressed about any training curriculum:
1. Does the curriculum address sensitive and confidentiality issues associated 
with service responsibilities to special education students?
2. Does the curriculum reduce legal vulnerability?
3. Is curriculum content based on data from the service delivery level, relating 
directly to the skills required by the individual paraeducator?
4. Is the curriculum linked to current staff evaluation procedures?
5. Does the curriculum provide quick integration into instructional roles?
6. Does the curriculum offer facilitation through progressively complex 
assignments?
7. Will the curriculum reduce staff turnover?
8. Does this curriculum integrate with and support the total staff development 
process?
Enhancement o f student services is the primary reason for employment o f 
paraeducators. The training and curriculum required for these paraeducators needs to 
address the specific duties assigned to individual paraeducators along with the specific 
needs o f  the students being served. School districts need to look at the current skill level 
o f their paraeducators and make plans for future needs. Schools which do not address 
these concerns may not be meeting the real training needs o f paraeducators.
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CHAPTER HI 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Overview o f the Study 
There are many critical issues connected with the utilization and preparation o f 
special education paraeducators, teachers, and administrators that need to be explored 
more fully by State Department o f Educations and local school districts to improve 
paraeducator performance and preparation. Some states require paraeducators to be 
certified before starting the position; others require a  certain amount o f training to move 
to other levels o f  certification. What actually is happening out in the schools surrounding 
the issues o f special education paraeducators? Are the responsibilities for paraeducators, 
supervising teachers, and administrators different in states that require certified 
paraeducators versus those who do not? This study was designed to try to answer those 
questions.
Population and Samnle 
The instrument was initially administered to 160 special education paraeducators 
(40 elementary and 40 secondary from each state), 160 teachers (40 elementary and 40 
secondary from each state) who team with paraeducators, and 160 administrators (40 
elementary and 40 secondary from each state) who supervise paraeducators. All
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participants were employed in public school settings in either Iowa, a  state which does not 
require certification for paraeducators, o r the state o f Kansas, which does require 
certification or permits for paraeducators.
The 1997 United States Department o f Education Annual Condition o f Education 
Report was used to identify all school buildings in both states which had paraeducators 
employed for the 1996-97 school year. There were 370 schooL districts listed in Iowa and 
304 listed in Kansas. Approximately 22% o f the 370 Iowa districts (80) and 26% o f the 
304 Kansas districts (80) were randomly selected for the initial “are you interested and 
contact person” letter for participation in this investigation. The random samples included 
school districts that were identified as serving kindergarten through twelfth grade and 
which serve students with special needs.
To encourage participation, complete anonymity was assured. The data obtained 
were not reported in terms o f  specific school buildings, paraeducators, teachers, or 
administrators. The intent o f this report was to examine the roles, responsibilities, 
policies, and procedures dealing with special education paraeducators, teachers, and 
administrators as a whole, not by individual school buildings or persons.
Surveys about the status o f  special education paraeducators were sent to the 
identified contact people in school districts throughout each state o f Iowa and Kansas. 
These surveys were then to be forwarded to special education paraeducators, educational 
professionals teaming with paraeducators, and the administrator supervising the 
paraeducator.
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Instrumentation
A review o f the professional literature and informal communication with leaders in 
the paraprofessional movement revealed critical issues relating to special education 
paraeducators, teachers who team with paraeducators, and the administrators who 
supervise paraeducators. Paraeducator issues have not been widely studied; therefore no 
standardized instrument for data collection was available. The issues identified were used 
to develop three initial questionnaires to investigate Iowa and Kansas personnel's 
knowledge, perceptions, and predictions about special education paraeducators.
For reliability purposes, the following people in the field o f paraeducators 
reviewed the survey questionnaire: Anna Lou Pickett, National Resource Center for 
Paraprofessionals in Education and Related Services; Stan Vasa, University ofNebraska- 
Lincoln; and Deb Hansen, Department o f Education o f Iowa, Special Education Bureau, 
I-Leaming Resource Network.
A pilot study was conducted and the questionnaires were revised to negate 
weaknesses and to improve their data gathering capabilities. The instrument and 
supporting material was set to five schools in Iowa and five schools in Kansas. The final 
questionnaires had approximately 35 items, divided into five categories: (a) background 
information; (b) paraeducators', teachers', and administrators' current work; (c) district 
policies and building procedures and training available; (d) problems and concerns with 
paraeducators; and (e) overall comments. The items in the questionnaires, except for the 
overall comments, were designed to offer closed-ended responses.
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Data Collection
A letter announcing the study was sent to an initial 80 randomly selected school 
districts in Iowa and 80 randomly selected school districts in Kansas. The letter was sent 
to the superintendent’s office (see Appendix J). The letter explained the intent o f  the 
study and asked whether the school district was interested in participating in the study. If  
so, the name o f a contact person, phone number, and the number o f paraeducators at each 
level (elementary and secondary) and at each service level (resource-Level I; special class 
with integration-Level 2; self-contained—Level 3) was identified and returned to the 
researcher via a postage-paid envelope.
The study requested information from individual elementary or secondary teams. 
No school district had a paraeducator, teacher, and administrator team at both elementary 
and secondary levels participating in the study.
I f  upon final return o f all the contact person’s name and the other requested 
information from each state, 40 elementary and 40 secondary teams in various school 
districts had not elected to participate in the study, a further randomization and 
announcement letter was sent and information gathered until 40 elementary and 40 
secondary teams in school districts in each state was reached.
Each contact person was contacted to explain the study, questionnaires, and 
process (see Appendix K). The contact person was instructed on how to randomly 
choose one paraeducator, one teacher who teams with paraeducators, and one 
administrator o f the paraeducator at the elementary or secondary level. The
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questionnaires, along with the procedures for completing and return mailing, were sent to 
the school districts choosing to participate in each state o f Iowa and Kansas. The first 
survey instrument was intended for special education paraeducators working in school 
districts (see Appendix L). The second survey was intended for teachers who team with 
paraeducators (see Appendix M). The thud survey instrument was intended for 
administrators who supervise paraeducators (see Appendix N).
The questionnaires and letter describing the nature o f the study, defining terms, 
and how to complete the questionnaires were mailed to each contact person in the district 
(see Appendix O). Each packet included a questionnaire for a special education 
paraeducator, the teacher who teamed with the paraeducator, and the administrator 
responsible for the paraeducator. Respondents were requested to complete the 
questionnaires independently (i.e., without consultation fiom anyone else on the team) and 
return it in the provided envelope to the contact person. To ensure anonymity, a  separate 
postcard was enclosed with the survey instruments for the contact person. Also included 
was a postage-paid envelope for return o f the questionnaires by the contact person.
When the contact person received all o f the completed instruments, the contact 
person returned both the anonymous survey instruments and the postcard separately.
Upon receipt o f the postcard, the researcher marked the contact person’s name as 
“received” on a master list o f contact persons. The survey instruments envelope was 
opened by the researcher’s high school exchange student and placed in piles for 
paraeducators, teachers, and administrators. The envelopes were opened once a week in 
random order. After a period o f three weeks from the initial mailing, a follow-up
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postcard was mailed by the researcher to remind those that had not yet returned the
postcard to please do so by a specific date.
D ata A n alysis
The questionnaires were analyzed by the researcher according to each research 
question. Responses were grouped and converted to the appropriate statistical tool. It 
must be noted that summary responses do not necessarily total the final sampling size o f 
105 special education paraeducators’, 100 teachers’, and 99 administrators’ responses, or 
100%, because respondent(s) omitted specific responses, for whatever reasons.
Analysis utilized the three parallel surveys to permit a comparison o f special 
education paraeducators’, teachers’, and administrators’ perceived paraeducator needs.
Background Information
The following survey questions provided background information on the 
respondents: (a) Paraeducator Survey: Questions 1-9; 25-34; (b) Teacher Survey: 
Questions 1-6; 27-30; and (c) Administrator Survey: Questions 1-9; 30-35. The data 
were analyzed using descriptive statistics and a  comparison o f percentages.
Research Question 1
What are the roles, responsibilities, skill levels, training background and training 
needs o f certified and non-certified paraeducators working with students with special
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needs in the areas o f (a) Instructional support, (b) Behavior Management, (c) Diagnostic 
support, (d) Classroom organization, and (e) Personal care assistance? The following 
survey questions addressed research question one: (a) Paraeducator Survey: Questions 
10-14; 20-21; 26-30; (b) Teacher Survey: Questions 7-13, and 19; and (c) Administrator 
Survey: Questions 21-24. The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and a 
comparison o f percentages.
Research Question 2
What are the similarities and differences, if  any, in the areas o f roles, 
responsibilities, skill levels and training background and training needs for certified and 
non-certified paraeducators working with students with special needs? The following 
survey questions addressed research question two: (a) Paraeducator Survey: Questions 
10-14; 20-21; 25-30; (b) Teacher Survey: Questions 7-13, and 19; and (c) Administrator 
Survey: Questions 21-24. The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, 
comparison o f percentages, and the difference o f proportions test.
Research Question 3
What are district policies and building procedures for paraeducators working with 
students with special needs in the areas o f (a) employment, (b) supervision, and (c) 
evaluation? The following survey questions pertained to research question three: 
Paraeducator Survey: (a) Employment: Questions 15-19, and 25; (b) Supervision: 
Questions 22-23; and (c) Evaluation: Question 24.
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Teacher Survey: (a) Employment: Questions 14-19, and 23; (b) Supervision: 
Questions 13; 20-25; and (c) Evaluation: Questions 24-26.
Administrator Survey: (a) Employment: Questions 10-18; (b) Supervision: 
Questions 25-26; and (c) Evaluation: Questions 27-29. The data were analyzed using 
descriptive statistics, a  comparison o f percentages, and a difference o f proportions test.
Research Question 4
What are the similarities and differences, if  any, in the area o f employment, 
supervision, and evaluation o f paraeducators as seen by paraeducators in states that 
require special education paraeducators to be certified and those which do not require 
certification? The following survey questions pertained to research question four: 
Paraeducator Survey: (a) Employment: Questions 15-19; (b) Supervision: 
Questions 22-23; and (c) Evaluation: Question 24. The data were analyzed using 
descriptive statistics, a  comparison o f percentages, and a  difference o f proportions test.
Research Question 5
What are the similarities and differences, if any, in the area o f employment, 
supervision, and evaluation o f paraeducators by supervising teachers in states that require 
special education paraeducators to be certified and those which do not require 
certification? The following survey questions pertained to research question five:
Teacher Survey: (a) Employment: Questions 14-18, and 23; (b) Supervision: 
Questions 13; 20-25; and (c) Evaluation: Questions 24-26. The data were analyzed using 
descriptive statistics, a  comparison o f percentages, and a  difference o f proportions test.
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Research Question 6
What are the similarities and differences, if  any, in the area o f employment, 
supervision, and evaluation o f paraeducators by administrators in states that require 
special education paraeducators to be certified and those which do not require 
certification? The following survey questions pertained to research question six: 
Administrator Survey: (a) Employment: Questions 10-18; (b) Supervision: 
Questions 20-28; and (c) Evaluation: Questions 27-29. The data were analyzed using 
descriptive statistics, a  comparison o f percentages, and a  difference o f proportions test.
The data were analyzed by hand using the calculator and Excel spreadsheet 
program by the researcher. The formulas utilized for the test o f difference between two 
proportions and the test o f difference between two independent means with heterogenous 
population variance were found in Understanding Social Statistics (Lutz, 1983) and are 
provided in Appendix P.
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CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Statement o f the Problem
The problem in this study was to delineate and synthesize the roles, 
responsibilities, and skill level, and training background and needs o f special education 
paraeducators from a  state that requires paraeducator certification and a state that does 
not require paraeducator certification. The five core areas o f  roles and responsibilities 
were (a) instructional support, (b) behavior management, (c) diagnostic support, (d) 
classroom organization, and (e) personal care assistance from the special education 
paraeducator and the special education teacher who teams with the paraeducator. This 
study further delineated and synthesized the utilization o f  special education paraeducators 
as facilitated by supervising teachers and administrators with district policies and building 
procedures on employment, supervision, and evaluation for the same certified and non­
certified paraeducators.
The study was designed to answer six research questions. This chapter is 
dedicated to the presentation o f those data and their analysis. Each research question is 
presented independently.
Survey Sample
Surveys about paraeducators were sent to 80 school contact people in 80 school 
districts throughout the state o f  Iowa and 80 school contact people in school districts
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throughout the state o f Kansas. These surveys were forwarded to a paraeducator, the 
teacher who teamed with, the paraeducator, and the administrator who supervised the 
paraeducator.
O f the paraeducator surveys distributed, 59 in Iowa and 46 in Kansas were 
returned, providing a 73.7% response rate from Iowa and a  57.5% response rate from 
Kansas. O f the teacher surveys distributed, 53 in Iowa and 47 in Kansas were returned, 
providing a 66.25% response rate from Iowa and a  58.7% response rate from Kansas. O f 
the administrator surveys distributed, 56 in Iowa and 43 in Kansas were returned, 
providing a 70% response rate from Iowa and a  54.75% response rate from Kansas. 
Stratified random samples were taken from rural (does not contain a town over 2,500 in 
population according to the latest census) and urban (does contain a  town over 2,500 in 
population according to the latest census) areas.
Characteristics o f Respondents
The majority o f the paraeducators surveyed (n =  57 or 96.61% in Iowa; n = 46 or 
100% in Kansas) were female. The majority o f the teachers surveyed were female (n = 40 
or 75.47% in Iowa; a  = 43 or 91.49% in Kansas). The majority of the administrators who 
completed the survey were male (n = 40 or 71.43% in Iowa; n =28 or 65.12% in Kansas). 
These data are reported in Table 2.
Most o f the paraeducators surveyed were between the ages o f 36 and 5 5 (n = 37 
or 62.71% in Iowa; n = 35 or 76.09% in Kansas). The majority of teacher respondents 
were between the ages o f  18 and 55 with the majority between 36 and 55 (n = 33 or
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Table 2
Gender o f Paraeducator. Teacher, and Administrator Respondents
Gender n I % I n K % K z * = or *
Paraeducator Respondents
Male 2 3.39 % 0 0.00% 1.26 =
Female 57 96.61% 46 100.00% -1.26 =
Teacher Respondents
Male 13 24.53% 4 8.51% 2.13 *
Female 40 75.47% 43 91.49% -2.13
Administrator Respondents
Male 40 71.43% 28 65.12% 0.67 =
Female 16 28.57% 15 34.88% -0.67
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. * z , p = .05 leveL
62.28 in Iowa; n = 28 or 59.57% in Kansas). Their ages fell in the range o f 18 to over 55, 
with the majority between 36 and 55 (n = 33 or 62.28% in Iowa; n = 28 or 59.57% in 
Kansas. Administrator ages varied from 26 to over 55 with the majority o f respondents 
felling between the ages o f 36 and 55 (n =  48 or 85.71% in Iowa; n = 39 or 89.69% in 
Kansas. These data are reported in Table 3.
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Table 3
Age o f Paraeducator. Teacher and Administrator Respondents
Age n I % I n K % K
Paraeducator Respondents
18-25 6 10.17% 0 0.00%
2 6-3 5 12 20.34% 7 15.22%
36-4 5 19 32.20% 23 50.00%
4 6-5 5 18 30.51% 12 26.09%
Over 55 4 6.78% 3 6.52%
Teacher Respondents
18-25 2 3.77% 1 2.13%
26 -35 14 26.42% 14 29.79%
3 6-4 5 17 32.08% 20 42.55%
4 6 -5 5 16 30.19% 8 17.02%
Over 55 4 7.55% 4 8.51%
Administrator Respondents
18-25 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
2 6 -3 5 3 5.36% 2 4.65%
3 6 -4 5 21 37.50% 15 34.88%
4 6 -5 5 27 48.21% 24 55.81%
Over 55 5 8.93% 2 4.65%
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas.
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Paraeducators reported that they worked with all levels o f learners from birth to 
high school, which was defined as including grades 9-12. Some paraeducators worked at 
more than one level. The level o f learners that the administrators dealt with ranged from 
birth to high school. The results are summarized in Table 4.
Within Iowa, 20.34% (n =  12) o f  the responding paraeducators reported they held 
a license o f some type. O f those, nine held a license to teach regular education. Within 
Kansas, 69.57% (n = 32) reported they held a  license o f some type. All respondents in 
Kansas held a paraeducator license in Level 1,2, or 3. In addition, three held licenses to 
teach regular education, one to teach in special education, and three in other areas. Table 
5 summarizes these data.
The degrees received by the paraeducators varied from high school/general 
equivalency (GED) diploma to graduate work. This variation applied to both Iowa and 
Kansas as summarized in Table 6.
The paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas reported that they had been working an 
average o f 7.03 and 7.90 years respectively, ranging from 1 to 26 years. Some (n = 7 in 
Iowa and n =  2 in Kansas) had just started their employment. The teachers in Iowa had 
remained in their present positions an average o f 12.36 years while the teachers in Kansas 
had remained in their present positions an average o f 7.81 years. The administrators in 
Iowa and Kansas averaged 9.25 years and 7.12 years respectively in their present 
positions.
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Table 4
Levels o f Learners Supervised bv Paraeducator. Teacher, and Administrator Respondents
Level o f Learners Supervised n I % I n K % K
Paraeducator Respondents
Birth through age 5 3 5.08% 2 4.35%
Elementary (K - 6) 31 52.54% 26 56.52%
Middle School (5 -8 ) 23 38.98% 13 28.26%
High School (9 - 12) 21 35.59% 18 39.13%
Teacher Respondents
Birth through age 5 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Elementary (K - 6) 28 52.83% 23 48.94%
Middle School (5 - 8) 14 26.42% 8 17.02%
High School (9 - 12) 17 32.08% 20 42.55%
Administrator Respondents
Birth through age 5 8 14.00% 10 23.26%
Elementary (K - 6) 34 60.71% 22 51.16%
Middle School (5 - 8) 20 35.71% 15 34.88%
High School (9 - 12) 17 30.36% 15 34.88%
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas.
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Table 5
Licenses Held bv Paraeducator Respondents
License n l % I nK %K z* = or *
No license 46 77.97% 13 28.26% 5.90 *
License 12 20.34% 32 69.57% -5.07 *
Paraeducator LI 0 0.00% 15 32.61% -4.74 *
Paraeducator L2 0 0.00% 7 15.22% -3.10
Paraeducator L3 0 0.00% 11 23.91% -3.97 *
Regular Education 9 15.25% 3 6.52% -1.40 =
Special Education 0 0.00% 1 2.17% -1.14 =
LSP/Title l/Chapter I 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
Other types 1 1.69% 3 6.52% -1.28 rst
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n  K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. * z , p  = .05 level.
A majority o f the paraeducators (n = 36 or 61.03% in Iowa, and n =  24 or 52.17% 
in Kansas) had worked at only one kind o f position-their present one. The reasons 
paraeducators gave for leaving their last position included: (a) being reassigned to another 
position—20.34% in Iowa and 21.74% in Kansas, (b) moved to a different school district— 
8.47% in Iowa and 13.04% in Kansas, (c) working conditions—3.27% in Iowa and 
10.87% in Kansas, (d) wanted different kind o f work—6.78% in Iowa and 8.70% in 
Kansas, (e) position was discontinued—5.08% in Iowa and 8.70% in Kansas, (f) wanted to
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Table 6
Degrees Held bv Paraeducator Respondents
Degree n l % I n K % K z* =  or *
GED/HS diploma 46 77.97% 42 91.03% -1.84 =
Technical 6 10.17% 3 6.52% 0.66 =
College (2 year) 12 20.34% 6 13.04% 0.98 =
College (4 year) 13 22.03% 9 19.57% 0.31 =
Graduate Study 3 5.08% 1 2.17% 0.77
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p  = .05 level.
work with disabled students~0% in Iowa and 2.17% in Kansas, and (g) supervising 
teacher was intimidating—0% in Iowa and 2.17% in Kansas.
The teachers in Iowa had remained in their present positions an average o f  12.36 
years while the teachers in Kansas had remained in their present positions an average o f 
7.81 years. The administrators in Iowa and Kansas averaged 9.25 years and 7.12 years 
respectively in their present positions.
The majority o f the paraeducators in both states (n = 47 or 79.66% in Iowa; n  =  41 
or 89.13% in Kansas) work 31 or more hours per week. Table 7 summarizes this data.
It was uncommon for a paraeducator to hold other responsibilities besides the 
position o f paraeducator (n = 52 or 88.14% in Iowa; n  = 37 or 80.43% in Kansas).
Those paraeducators who did report other job responsibilities included bus driving,
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Table 7
Hours o f Work as Reported by Paraeducator Respondents
Hours Worked per Week n I % I nK % K
1 - 1 0  hours I 1.69% 1 2.17%
11 - 20 hours 1 1.69% 1 2.17%
21 - 30 hours 10 16.95% 3 6.52%
31 or more hours 47 79.66% 41 89.13%
Note, n I =  frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I =  percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas.
janitorial or kitchen staff athletic coach, scorekeeper, timer, homework hotline, and 
student council advisor. These responsibilities are reported in Table 8.
Teachers in both states had current positions in regular and special education. 
Within Iowa, 32% were considered teachers in regular education. Kansas had 6% regular 
education teachers who completed the survey. Teachers with students with special needs 
were at the 70% and 91% level for Iowa and Kansas respectively. The teachers working 
with students with special needs dealt mainly with three categories o f  learners: (a) students 
with learning disabilities, (b) students with emotional or behavioral needs, and (c) students 
that were mildly to moderately mentally deficient. In lesser degrees, the teachers dealt 
with (a) speech and language concerns, (b) the moderately to severely mentally deficient, 
(c) the physically disabled, (d) the visually unpaired or blind, (e) the hearing impaired or 
deaf, and (f) early childhood special needs. Table 9 summarizes this data.
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Table 8
Other Responsibilities o f Paraeducator Respondents
Other Responsibilities n l % I n K % K
None reported 52 88.14% 37 80.43%
Bus driver 3 5.08% 4 8.70%
Janitorial 2 3.39% 1 2.17%
Kitchen staff I 1.69% I 2.17%
Athletic Coach/Scorekeeper/Tuner 2 3.39% 2 4.35%
Homework Hotline 0 0.00% 1 2.17%
SITE Council 0 0.00% 1 2.17%
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas.
Principals in most cases completed the survey (n = 55 or 98.22% in Iowa; n = 37 
or 86.05% in Kansas). Five assistant principals, four directors o f special education, and 
one superintendent did complete the survey as shown in Table 10. Table 11 shows the 
number o f students in the school buildings varied from 1- 150 to more than 451 students.
For Iowa, the majority of administrators who completed the survey considered 
their schools from rural area (n = 41 or 73.21%). In Kansas, the majority o f 
administrators
considered their schools to be urban (n = 26 or 60.47%). The Iowa administrators 
averaged 21.07 regular education certified teachers, 3.13 special education teachers, and
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Table 9
Current Position in Education o f Teacher Respondents
Current Position n I % I nK % K z* = or *
Regular Education Teacher 17 32.08% 3 6.38% 3.20 *
Vocational Education Teacher 2 3.77% I 2.13% 0.48 =
Special Education Teacher 37 69.81% 43 91.49% -2.71 *
Mild/Moderately MD 26 49.06% 30 63.83% -1.49 =
Moderately/Severely MD 8 15.09% 9 19.15% -0.54 =
Learning Disabled 30 56.60% 36 76.60% -2.11 *■
Emotionally/BD 26 49.06% 32 68.09% -2.03 *
DeafTHearing Impaired I 1.89% 3 6.38% -1.14 =
Physically Disabled 4 7.55% 10 21.28% 1.97 *
Speech/Language Impaired 9 16.98% 8 17.02% -0.01 =
Visually Impaired/Blind 2 3.77% 3 6.38% -0.60 =
Early Childhood Special Education I 1.89% 1 2.13% -0.09 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p  = .05 level.
5.93 non-Iicensed staff members. The Kansas administrators averaged 29.56 regular 
education certified teachers, 5.28 special education teachers, and 8.35 non-licensed staff 
members.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
87
Table 10
Current Position in Education o f  Administrator Respondents
Current Position n l % I n K % K z* = or *
Superintendent I 1.79% 0 0.00% 0.88 —
Principal 55 98.21% 37 86.05% 2.34 *
Assistant Principal 0 0.00% 5 11.63% -2.62 *
Director o f Special Education 3 5.36% I 2.33% 0.76 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I =  percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p  = .05 leveL
Table 11
Number o f Students in the School Building as Reported hv Administrator Respondents
Number o f Students n l  % I n K  % K z* = o r *
1 - 150 8 14.29% 9 20.93% -0.87 =
151-300 22 39.29% 9 20.93% 1.95 =
301 - 450 10 17.86% 11 25.58% -0.93 =
More than 451 13 23.21% 14 32.56% -1.04 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, = .05 level
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The majority o f the paraeducators in these administrators^ buildings worked in the 
instructional/educational area with the average number in Iowa at 4.61 and Kansas at 5.73 
paraeducators. Paraeducators were also used in preschool, interpreters for deaf students, 
speech/language programs, psychology, job coaches, audiology, physical therapy, and 
occupational therapy as shown in Table 12.
Research Questions. Analysis, and Results
Research Question 1
What are the roles, responsibilities, skill levels, training, background, and training 
needs o f certified and non-certified paraeducators working with students with special 
needs in the areas o f (a) instructional support, (b) behavior management, (c) diagnostic 
support, (d) classroom organization, and (e) personal care assistance?
Analysis. Paraeducators completed questions dealing with roles, responsibilities, 
skills, training background and needs, and kinds and levels of learners. Questions were 
completed about tasks performed and skill and comfort level in the areas o f instructional 
support, behavior management, diagnostic support, classroom organization, and personal 
care assistance. Additionally, paraeducators completed questions concerning 
qualifications required for paraeducators before being hired, training received by the 
paraeducators in them school districts, who provided that training, and if  that training was 
sufficient. Paraeducators were asked about staying on at their current position, feelings
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Table 12
Average Number o f Paraeducators m Different Areas as Reported bv Administrator
Respondents
Number o f  Paras in each Area n I M I n K M K
Instructional/educational 258 4.61 246.5 5.73
Audio logy 2 0.04 2 0.05
Psychology 5 0.09 2 0.05
Preschool 18 0.32 23 0.58
Interpreter for deaf student 9 0.16 5 0.12
Speech and language 6 0.11 15 0.35
Job Coach 5 0.09 7 0.16
Physical therapy 1 0.02 4 0.09
Occupational therapy 1 0.02 11 0.26
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; M I — mean o f paraeducators 
in each school building hi Iowa; M K = mean o f paraeducators in each school building in
Kansas.
about whether paraeducators should obtain a  paraeducator certification or permit, the 
advantages and disadvantages o f a certification, and whether they would attend inservice if 
offered.
Teacher data were obtained in the kinds and levels o f learners paraeducators 
worked with, paraeducator tasks and skill and comfort level in the areas o f instructional 
support, behavior management, diagnostic support, classroom organization, and personal
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care assistance. Teachers completed questions concerning training paraeducators 
received in their school district, whether the training was sufficient, certification 
advantages and disadvantages, and the teacher’s role in delivering training to
paraeducators.
For this data, frequency and percentages were calculated and reported. A mean 
was calculated and reported for the paraeducators’ feelings about how skilled and 
comfortable they were about performing tasks in the areas o f instructional support, 
behavior management, diagnostic support, classroom organization, and personal care 
assistance. A mean was also calculated and reported for the teachers’ feelings about how 
well their paraeducator performed the tasks in the same areas.
Results. Paraeducators and teachers reported the kinds o f learners that received 
their attention or their paraeducator’s attention. Iowa paraeducators and teachers 
reported the top six categories o f learners that received their attention were as follows: (a) 
learning disabled, (b) emotionally/behaviorally disordered, (c) mildly to moderately 
disabled, (d) regular education, (e) speech and language concerns, and (f) physically 
disabled. Other categories included (a) early childhood, (b) hearing impaired or deaf, (c) 
moderately to severely disabled, (d) visually impaired or blind, and (e) severely to 
profoundly disabled. Kansas paraeducators and teachers reported their top seven 
categories o f learners that received their attention or their paraeducator’s attention as 
(a) learning disabled, (b) mildly to moderately disabled, (c) emotionally/behaviorally 
disordered, (d) regular education, (e) speech and language concerns, (f) moderately to
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severely disabled, and (g) physically disabled. Other categories included: (a) severely and 
profoundly disabled, (b) hearing impaired o r deaf (c) early childhood, and (d) visually 
impaired or blind. These responses from both Iowa and Kansas paraeducators are 
presented in Table 13 and the responses from both Iowa and Kansas teachers are 
presented in Table 14.
Iowa teachers reported their level o r type o f  service was fairly evenly split between 
Level 1—Resource Room (43%), Level 2—Special Class with Integration (42%), and 
Level 3—Self-Contained Classroom (36%). Some teachers service children at several 
levels or types o f service. Kansas’ teachers reported their level o r type o f  service was split 
between Level 1—Resource Room (68%), Level 2—Special Class with Integration (43%), 
and Level 3—Self-Contained Classroom (9%). As in Iowa, some teachers serviced 
children at several levels o r types o f  service. These levels o f service are reported in Table 
15.
The Iowa paraeducators’ and teachers’ perceptions were compared as to which 
tasks were currently being performed by the paraeducators in the areas o f  instructional 
support (IS), behavior management support (BMS), diagnostic support (DS), classroom 
organization (CO), and personal care assistance (PCA). Tasks which were endorsed by at 
least 80% o f both the Iowa paraeducators and teachers included: (a) reinforcing concepts 
presented by the teacher (IS), (b) listening to students read (IS), (c) supervising 
independent or small group work (IS), (d) reading to students (IS), (e) helping students 
work on assignments (IS), (f) working with minimal supervision from teacher (IS), and (g) 
providing emotional support for students (BMS).
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Table 13
Kinds o f Learners as Reported bv Paraeducator Respondents
Kind o f Learner n I % I nK % K z* = or*
Early Childhood 14 23.73% 9 19.57% 0.51 =
Emotionally/BD 40 67.80% 36 78.26% -1.19 =
DealTHearing Impaired 10 16.95% 11 23.91% -0.88 =
Learning Disabled 44 74.58% 41 89.13% -1.88 =
Mild-Moderately MD 32 54.24% 32 69.57% -1.60 =
Moderately-Severely MD 10 16.95% 15 32.61% -1.87 =
Physically Disabled 17 28.81% 18 39.13% -1.11 =
Regular Education 28 47.46% 25 54.35% -0.70 =
Severely-Profoundly
Disabled
4 6.78% 4 8.70% -0.37
Speech/Language
Impaired
18 30.51% 25 54.35% -2.46 *
Visually Impaired/Blind 5 8.47% 8 17.39% -1.38 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, £  = .05 level.
On the same survey, tasks currently not being performed by the paraeducators as 
judged by Iowa paraeducators and teachers at less than 40% included: (a) carrying out 
prescribed speech and language programs (IS), (b) developing learning centers (CO), (c) 
assisting mobility impaired students (PCA), (d) feeding students who need assistance 
(PCA), (e) providing or supervising catheterization (PCA), (f) assisting students in
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Table 14
Kinds o f Learners as Reported by Teacher Respondents
Kind o f Learner n l % I nK % K Z* = or*
Early Childhood 6 11.32% 3 6.38% 0.86 =
Emotionally/BD 32 60.38% 32 68.09% -0.80 =
DeafTHearing Impaired 4 7.55% 5 10.64% -0.54 =
Learning Disabled 42 79.25% 38 80.85% -0.20 =
Mild-Moderately MD 29 54.72% 33 70.21% -1.59 =
Moderately-Severely MD 11 20.75% 12 25.53% -0.57 =
Physically Disabled 12 22.64% 11 23.40% -0.09 =
Regular Education 23 43.40% 24 51.06% -0.77 =
Severely-Profoundiy
Disabled 8 15.09% 5 10.64% 0.67 =
Speech/Language
Impaired 14 26.42% 15 31.91% -0.60 =
Visually Impaired/Blind 5 9.43% 2 4.26% 1.01 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, j> = .05 level.
dressing (PCA), (g) assisting students in bathing (PCA), and (h) checking assistive devices 
(PCA). A complete listing o f these tasks as reported by Iowa paraeducators is found in 
Table 16 and as reported by Iowa teachers is found in Table 17.
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Table 15
Levels o f Service bv Teacher Respondents
Level o f Service n I % I nK % K z* = or *=■
Level I--Resource Room 23 43.40% 32 68.09% -2.48 it
Level 2—Special Class
with Integration 22 41.51% 20 42.55% -0.11 —
Level 3—Self-Contained
Classroom 19 35.85% 4 8.51% 3.24 *
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p  = .05 level.
The Kansas paraeducators’ and teachers’ perceptions were compared as to which 
tasks were currently being performed by the paraeducators in the areas o f instructional 
support (IS), behavior management support (BMS), diagnostic support (DS), classroom 
organization (CO), and personal care assistance (PCA). Tasks which were endorsed by at 
least 80% o f both the Kansas paraeducators and teachers inchided: (a) reinforcing 
concepts presented by the teacher (IS), (b) listening to students read (IS), (c) supervising 
independent or small group work (IS), (d) practicing drill activities (IS), (e) working with 
minimal supervision from teacher (IS), (f) providing emotional support for students 
(BMS), (g) correcting assigned activities (DS), and (h) completing daily records (CO).
On the same survey, tasks currently not being performed by the paraeducators as 
judged by Kansas paraeducators and teachers at less than 40% included (a) carrying out 
prescribed speech and language programs (IS), (b) functioning as a substitute teacher
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Table 16
Tasks Performed bv Paraeducators as Reported bv All Paraeducator Respondents
Task n l  % I nfC % K z* = or *
Instructional Support (IS)
Reinforce concepts by teacher 57
Listen to student read 53
Supervise small groups 56
Help students on assignments 55
Read to students 48
Help students select books 27
Modify written material 36
Practice drill activities 38
Carry out speech programs 23
Supervise lunch/recess 44
Supervise activities/PE 32
Supervise class when teacher is out 
o f room 53
Substitute teacher 30
Work with minimal supervision 52
Develop learning activities 33
Alter curriculum 35
Accompany on field trips 43
Augmentative communication 27
Assist with corrections 53
96.61% 45 97.83% -0.36 =
89.83% 41 89.13% 0.12 =
94.92% 45 97.83% -0.75 =
93.22% 44 95.65% -0.53 =
81.36% 43 93.48% -1.85 =
45.76% 30 65.22% -1.99 *
61.02% 34 73.91% -1.43 =
64.41% 37 80.43% -1.84 =
38.98% 15 32.61% 0.67 =
74.58% 20 43.48% 3.24 *
54.24% 16 34.78% 1.99 *
89.83% 43 93.48% -0.65
50.85% 15 32.61% 1.87 =
88.14% 43 93.48% -0.90 =
55.93% 28 60.87% -0.51 =
59.32% 34 73.91% -1.57 =
72.88% 35 76.09% -0.37 =
45.76% 22 47.83% -0.21 =
89.83 44 95.65% -1.09 =
(table continues)
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Task n I % I nK % K z* = o r
Behavior Management (BMS)
Help develop behavioral 
management program 35 59.32% 29 63.04% -0.40 =
Monitor student progress 42 71.19% 36 78.26% 0.82 =
Provide feedback to student 44 74.58% 39 84.78% -1.27 =
Deal with aggressrve/self abuse 40 67.80% 36 78.26% -1.18 =
Provide emotional support 54 91.53% 43 93.48% -0.37 =
Diagnostic Support (DS)
Administer informal 
assessment 31 52.54% 26 56.52% -0.41
—
Correct assigned activities 45 76.27% 39 84.78% -1.08 =
Observe and record progress 37 62.71% 38 82.61% -2.23 *
Administer/score formal tests 24 40.68% 9 19.57% 2.37 *
Assist in developing EEPs 18 30.51% 19 41.30% -1.15 =
Confer with counselors/parents 25 42.37% 24 52.17% -1.00 =
Classroom Organization (CO)
Make instructional materials 41 69.49% 35 76.09% -0.75 =
Develop learning centers 19 32.20% 20 43.48% -1.19 =
Manage learning centers 28 47.46% 28 60.87% -1.37 =
Prepare displays/bulletin
boards 41 69.49% 33 71.74% -0.25
=
Locate instructional materials 46 77.97% 37 80.43% -0.31 =
Complete daily records 36 61.02% 37 80.43% -2.15 *
(table continues)
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Task n l % I n K % K z* = o r *
Classroom Organization (CO) continued
Perform maintenance tasks 39 66.10% 28 60.87% 0.55 =
Provide routine clerical tasks 46 77.97% 40 86.96% -0.94 =
Operate AV equipment 35 59.32% 32 69.57% -1.09 =
Personal Care Assistance (PCA)
Assist mobility impaired 20 33.90% 17 36.96% -0.33 =
Feed students who need help 8 13.56% 10 21.74% -l.U =
Assist student in toileting 16 27.12% 15 32.61% -0.61 =
Provide/supervise
catheterization 3 5.08% 0 0.00% 1.51 —
Assist student in dressing 11 18.64% 9 19.57% -0.12 =
Assist student in bathing 3 5.08% 3 6.52% -0.31 =
Administer medication 24 40.68% 8 17.39% 2.58 *
Check assistive devices 8 13.56% 7 15.22% -0.24 =
Dispense first aid 26 44.07% 15 32.61% 1.19 =
Skill/Comfort Level 154 2.61 97 2.11 - -
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p  =  .05 level.
when the teacher was absent (IS), (c) assisting the teacher in developing IEPs (DS), (d) 
assisting mobility impaired students (PCA), (e) feeding students who need assistance 
(PCA), (0  assisting student in toileting (PCA), (g) providing or supervising catheterization 
(PCA), (h) assisting students in dressing (PCA), (0 assisting students in bathing (PCA),
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Table 17
Tasks Performed bv Paraeducators Reported bv All Teacher Respondents
Task n I % I n K % K z* = or
Instructional Support (IS)
Reinforce concepts by teacher 52 98.11% 47 100.0% -0.95 =
Listen to student read 46 86.79% 43 91.49% -0.75 =
Supervise small groups 51 96.23% 47 100.0% -1.35 =
Help students on assignments 52 98.11% 47 100.0% -0.95 —
Read to students 44 83.02% 44 93.62% -1.63 —
Help students select books 31 58.49% 35 74.47% -1.68 - -
Modify written material 37 69.81% 28 59.57% 1.07 =
Practice drill activities 48 90.57% 42 89.36% 0.20 =
Carry out speech programs 16 30.19% 14 29.79% 0.04 =
Supervise lunch/recess 35 66.04% 18 38.30% 2.74 *
Supervise activities/PE 27 50.94% 18 38.30% 1.26 =
Supervise class when teacher is 
out o f room 39 73.58% 37 78.72% -0.60 =
Substitute teacher 18 33.96% 11 23.40% 1.16 =
Work with minimal supervision 46 86.79% 41 87.23% -0.07 =
Develop learning activities 24 45.28% 24 51.06% -0.58 =
Alter curriculum 27 50.94% 34 72.34% -2.19 *
Accompany on field trips 45 84.91% 39 82.98% 0.26 =
Augmentative communication 20 37.74% 14 29.79% 0.84 =
Assist with corrections 51 96.23% 45 95.74% 0.13 =
(table continues)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
99
Task n l % I n K % K z* = or
Behavior Management (BMS)
Help develop behavioral 
management program 29 54.72% 18 3830% 1.64 =
Monitor student progress 42 79.25% 39 82.98% -0.47 =
Provide feedback to student 47 88.68% 45 95.74% -1.30 =
Deal with aggressive/self abuse 32 60.38% 28 59.57% 0.08 =
Provide emotional support 52 98.11% 44 93.62% 1.15 =
Diagnostic Support (DS)
Administer informal 
assessment 26 49.06% 25 53.19% -0.41 =
Correct assigned activities 43 81.13% 39 82.98% -0.04 =
Observe and record progress 36 67.92% 37 78.72% -1.21 =
Administer/score formal tests 5 9.43% ‘3 6.38% 0.56 =
Assist in developing IEPs 19 35.85% 19 40.43% -0.47 =
Confer with counselors/parents 25 47.17% 13 27.66% 2.01 *
Classroom Organization (CO)
Make instructional materials 38 71.70% 37 78.72% -0.81 —
Develop learning centers 13 24.53% 10 21.28% 0.39 =
Manage learning centers 23 43.40% 17 36.17% 0.74 =
Prepare displays/bulletin
boards 33 62.26% 33 70.21% -0.84 =
Locate instructional materials 39 73.58% 36 76.60% -0.35 =
Complete daily records 34 64.15% 38 80.85% -1.86 =
(table continues)
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Task n l % I nK % K z* = o r *
Classroom Organization (CO) continued
Perform maintenance tasks 37 69.81% 34 72.34% -0.28 =
Provide routine clerical tasks 43 81.13% 41 87.23% -0.83 =
Operate AV equipment 24 45.28% 27 57.45% -1.22 = r
Personal Care Assistance (PCA)
Assist mobility impaired 17 32.08% 12 25.53% 0.72 =
Feed students who need help 10 18.87% 9 19.15% -0.04 =
Assist student in toileting 16 30.19% 12 25.53% 0.52 =
Provide/supervise
catheterization 2 3.77% 3 6.38% -0.60 =
Assist student in dressing 14 26.42% 10 21.28% 0.60 =
Assist student in bathing 2 3.77% 4 8.51% -1.00 =
Administer medication 14 26.42% 10 21.28% 0.60 =
Check assistive devices 12 22.64% 9 19.15% 0.43 =
Dispense first aid 16 30.19% 10 21.28% 1.01 =
Handle emergency situation 28 52.83% 18 38.30% 1.46 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K =  frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p  =  .05 leveL
0  administering medication (PCA), (k) checking assistive devices (PCA), and (1) 
dispensing first aid (PCA). A complete listing o f  these tasks as reported by Kansas 
paraeducators is found in Table 16 and as reported by Kansas teachers is found in Table 
17.
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The Iowa and Kansas paraeducators’ perceptions were compared as to which tasks 
were currently being performed by the paraeducators in the areas o f instructional support 
(IS), behavior management support (BMS), diagnostic support (DS), classroom 
organization (CO), and personal care assistance (PCA). A complete listing o f tasks is 
found in Table 16. Tasks which were endorsed by at least 80% ofboth the Iowa and 
Kansas paraeducators included: (a) reinforcing concepts presented by the teacher (IS), (b) 
listening to students read (IS), (c) supervising independent o r small group work (IS), (d) 
reading to students (IS), (e) helping students work on assignments (IS), (f) supervising 
class when teacher is out o f room (IS), (g) working with minimal supervision from teacher 
(IS), (h) assisting students with corrections on work (IS), and (i) providing emotional 
support for students (BMS).
On the same survey tasks currently not being performed by the paraeducators as 
judged by Iowa and Kansas paraeducators at less than 40% included: (a) carrying out 
prescribed speech and language programs (IS), (b) administering and scoring formal tests 
(DS), (c) assisting mobility impaired students (PCA), (d) feeding students who need 
assistance (PCA), (e) assisting students in toileting (PCA), (f) providing or supervising 
catheterization (PCA), (g) assisting students in dressing (PCA), (h) assisting students in 
bathing (PCA), and (i) checking assistive devices (PCA).
The Iowa and Kansas teachers’ perceptions were compared as to which tasks were 
currently being performed by the paraeducators in the areas o f  instructional support (IS), 
behavior management support (BMS), diagnostic support (DS), classroom organization 
(CO), and personal care assistance (PCA). A  complete listing o f tasks is found in Table
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17. Tasks which were endorsed by at least 80% o fb o th  the Iowa and Kansas teachers 
included: (a) reinforcing concepts presented by the teacher (IS), (b) listening to students 
read (IS), (c) supervising independent or small group work (IS), (d) reading to students 
(IS), (e) helping students work on assignments (IS), (f) helping students select library 
books (IS), (g) practicing drill activities (IS), (h) working with minimal supervision horn 
teacher (IS), (i) accompanying students on field trips (IS), (j) assisting students with 
corrections on work (IS), (k) providing feedback to student (BMS), 0) providing 
emotional support for students (BMS), (m) correcting assigned activities (DS), and (n) 
providing routine clerical tasks (CO).
On the same survey, tasks currently not being performed by the paraeducators as 
judged by at less than 40%  o f the Iowa and Kansas teachers included: (a) carrying out 
prescribed speech and language programs (IS); (b) functioning as a substitute teacher 
when teacher is absent (IS); (c) providing instruction on augmentative communication e.g. 
computer, signing (IS); (d) administering and scoring formal tests (DS); (e) developing 
learning centers (CO); (f) assisting mobility impaired students (PCA); (g) feeding students 
who need assistance (PCA); (h) assisting students in toileting (PCA); (0 providing or 
supervising catheterization (PCA); (j) assisting students in dressing (PCA); (k) assisting 
students m bathing (PCA); (I) administering medication (PCA); (m) checking assistive 
devices (PCA); and (n) dispensing first aid (PCA).
The Iowa paraeducators’ and teachers’ perceptions were compared as to which 
tasks paraeducators felt most comfortable with or skilled at performing and which tasks 
the teachers felt the paraeducators had the most comfort with or skill at performing. The
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tasks were in the areas o f instructional support (IS), behavior management support 
(BMS), diagnostic support (DS), classroom organization (CO), and personal care 
assistance (PCA). A complete listing o f  tasks as reported by Iowa paraeducator 
respondents are identified in Table 18. A  complete listing o f tasks as reported by Iowa 
teacher respondents are identified in Table 19. Tasks which rated at least a  4.500 or 
greater, on a  5-point scale with 5 being the most comfortable with o r skilled at, by both 
the Iowa paraeducators and teachers, included: (a) reinforcing concepts by teacher (IS), 
(b) listening to students read (IS), (c) supervising small groups (IS), (d) helping students 
on assignments (IS), (e) reading to students (IS), (f) supervising activities (IS), (g) 
supervising lunch/recess (IS), (h) supervising class when teacher is out o f room (IS), (i) 
being a substitute teacher (IS), (j) working with minimal supervision (IS), (k) 
accompanying on field trips (IS), (1) assisting with corrections (IS), (m) correcting 
assigned activities (DS), (n) making instructional activities (CO), (o) managing learning 
centers (CO), (p) preparing displays/bulletin boards (CO), (q) complete daily records 
(CO), (r) performing maintenance tasks (CO), and (s) providing routine clerical tasks 
(CO).
On the same survey, Iowa paraeducators and Iowa teachers rated tasks they did 
not feel comfortable with or skilled at performing. These were judged by agreement at the 
4.000 rating or below. There were no tasks judged by both groups falling into this range.
The Kansas paraeducators’ and teachers’ perceptions were compared as to which 
tasks paraeducators felt most comfortable with or skilled at performing and which tasks 
the teachers felt the paraeducators had the most comfort with or skill at performing. The
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Table 18
Skill and Comfort Level o f  Paraeducators Performing Tasks As Reported bv Iowa
Paraeducator Respondents
Task Sum n Mean n SD
Instructional Support (IS)
Reinforce concepts by teacher 259 4.5439 57 0.7336
Listen to student read 254 4.7925 53 0.6312
Supervise small group 259 4.6250 56 0.7277
Help students on assignments 255 4.6364 55 0.7035
Read to students 228 4.7500 48 0.6684
Help students select books 129 4.7778 27 0.5064
Modify written material 157 4.3611 36 0.8993
Practice drill activities 170 4.4737 38 1.0329
Carry out speech programs 104 4.5217 23 0.7305
Supervise lunch/recess 201 4.5682 44 0.9250
Supervise activities/PE 144 4.5000 32 0.8799
Supervise class when teacher is out o f room 239 4.5094 53 0.9328
Substitute teacher 135 4.5000 30 0.7311
Work with minimal supervision 239 4.5962 52 0.8691
Develop learning activities 145 4.3939 33 0.7044
Alter curriculum 149 4.2571 35 0.9500
Accompany on field trips 198 4.6047 43 0.8491
Augmentative communication 112 4.1481 27 1.0991
Assist with corrections 243 4.5849 53 0.9080
(table continues)
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Task Sum n Mean n SD
Behavior Management (BMS)
Help develop behavior modification program 136 3.8857 35 1.1054
Monitor student progress 175 4.1667 42 0.9606
Provide feedback to student 190 4.3182 44 0.8565
Deal with aggressive/self abuse 152 3.8000 40 1.2026
Provide emotional support 237 4.3889 54 0.9793
Diagnostic Support (DS)
Administer inform al assessment 134 4.3226 31 1.1072
Correct assigned activities 207 4.6000 45 0.9145
Observe/record progress 165 4.4595 37 0.9602
Administer/score formal tests 112 4.6667 24 0.4815
Assist in developing EEPs 74 4.111 18 1.4096
Confer with counselors/parents 104 4.1600 25 1.1060
Classroom Organization (CO)
Make instructional materials 190 4.6341 41 0.7667
Develop learning centers 85 4.4737 19 0.9048
Manage learning centers 130 4.6429 28 0.6785
Prepare displays/bulletin boards 186 4.5366 41 1.0747
Locate instructional materials 202 4.3913 46 0.9304
Complete daily records 168 4.6667 36 0.5855
Perform maintenance tasks 180 4.6154 39 0.7819
Provide routine clerical tasks 212 4.6087 46 0.9540
Operate AV equipment 158 4.5143 35 0.9509
(table continues)
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Task Sum n Mean n SD
Personal Care Assistance (PC A)
Assist mobility impaired students 89 4.4500 20 1.0501
Feed students who need help 35 4.3750 8 1.4079
Assist students in toileting 64 4.0000 16 1.1547
Provide/supervise catheterization 9 3.0000 3 2.0000
Assist students in dressing 45 4.0909 11 1.2210
Assist students in bathing 12 4.0000 3 0.0000
Administer medication 98 4.0833 24 1.1001
Check assistive devices 28 3.5000 8 1.4142
Dispense first aid 111 4.2692 26 1.0414
Handle emergency situation 154 4.1622 37 0.9578
Note, n = number o f respondents: SD =  standard deviation
tasks were in the areas o f instructional support (IS), behavior management support 
(BMS), diagnostic support (DS), classroom organization (CO), and personal care 
assistance (PC A). A complete listing o f tasks as reported by Kansas paraeducator 
respondents are identified in Table 20. A complete listing o f tasks as reported by Kansas 
teacher respondents are identified in Table 21. Tasks which rated at least a  4.500 or 
greater on a  5-point scale with 5 being the most comfortable with or skilled at, by both the 
Kansas paraeducators and teachers included: (a) listening to student read (IS), (b) helping 
students on assignments (IS), (c) reading to students (IS), (d) practicing drill activities
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Table 19
Skill and Comfort Level o f Paraeducators Performing Tasks as Reported bv Iowa Teacher
Respondents
Task Sum n Mean n SD
Instructional Support (IS)
Reinforce concepts by teacher 241 4.63646 52 06577
Listen to student read 218 4.7391 46 0.4915
Supervise sm all group 238 4.6667 51 0.6532
Help students on assignments 246 4.7308 52 0.5641
Read to students 208 4.7273 44 0.5440
Help students select books 137 4.4194 31 0.9228
Modify written material 164 4.4324 37 0.6472
Practice drill activities 221 4.6042 48 0.6438
Carry out speech programs 68 4.2500 16 0.8563
Supervise lunch/recess 168 4.8000 35 0.4728
Supervise activities/PE 126 4.6667 27 0.5547
Supervise class when teacher is out o f room 182 4.6667 39 0.7009
Substitute teacher 81 4.5000 18 0.9235
Work with minimal supervision 216 4.6957 46 0.5526
Develop learning activities 111 4.6250 24 0.5758
Alter curriculum 125 4.6296 27 0.5649
Accompany on field trips 211 4.6889 45 0.6682
Augmentative communication 87 4.3500 20 0.9333
Assist with corrections 236 4.6275 51 0.7736
(table continues)
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Task Sum n Mean n SD
Behavior Management (BMS)
Help develop behavior modification program 123 4.2414 29 0.8724
Monitor student progress 183 4.3571 42 0.8503
Provide feedback to student 205 4.3617 47 0.9190
Deal with aggressive/self abuse 140 4.3750 32 0.7931
Provide emotional support 235 4.5192 52 0.9180
Diagnostic Support (DS)
Administer informal assessment 119 4.5769 26 0.7027
Correct assigned activities 203 4.7209 43 0.5488
Observe/record progress 163 4.5278 36 0.7362
Administer/score formal tests 22 4.4000 5 0.8944
Assist in developing IEPs 83 4.3684 19 0.7609
Confer with counselors/parents 105 4.3750 24 0.8242
Classroom Organization (CO)
Make instructional materials 177 4.6579 38 0.6271
Develop learning centers 57 4.3846 13 0.8697
Manage learning centers 105 4.5652 23 0.6624
Prepare displays/bulletin boards 152 4.6061 33 0.7475
Locate instructional materials 176 4.5128 39 0.6833
Complete daily records 154 4.5294 34 0.6147
Perform maintenance tasks 173 4.6757 37 0.5799
Provide routine clerical tasks 196 4.5581 43 0.7654
Operate AV equipment 107 4.4583 24 0.7211
(table continues)
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Task Sum n Mean n SD
Personal Care Assistance (PCA)
Assist mobility impaired students 77 4.5294 17 0.7998
Feed students who need help 47 4.7000 10 0.4830
Assist students in toileting 76 4.7500 16 0.4472
Provide/supervise catheterization 9 4.5000 2 0.7071
Assist students in dressing 64 4.5714 14 0.6462
Assist students in bathing 10 5.0000 2 0.0000
Administer medication 68 4.8571 14 0.3631
Check assistive devices 49 4.4545 11 0.8202
Dispense first aid 78 4.8750 16 0.3416
Handle emergency situation 135 4.8214 28 0.3900
Note, n = number o f respondents; SD = standard deviation.
(IS), (e) being a substitute teacher (IS), (f) working with minimal supervision (IS), (g) 
assisting with corrections (IS), (h) correct assigned activities (DS), (i) providing routine 
clerical tasks (CO), (j) assisting students in dressing (PCA), (k) checking assistive devices 
(PCA), and (I) dispensing first aid (PCA).
On the same survey, Kansas paraeducators and Kansas teachers rated tasks they 
did not feel comfortable with or skilled at performing. These were judged by agreement at 
the 4.000 rating or below. There were no tasks judged by both groups foiling into this 
range.
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Table 20
Skill and Comfort Level o f Paraeducators Performing Tasks as Reported hv Kansas
Paraeducator Respondents
Task Sum n Mean n SD
Instructional Support (IS)
Reinforce concepts by teacher 214 4.6522 46 0.8224
Listen to student read 195 4.8750 40 0.4634
Supervise small group 212 4.8182 44 0.4458
Help students on assignments 205 4.7674 43 0.4275
Read to students 208 4.9524 42 0.2155
Help students select books 137 4.7241 29 0.7972
Modify written material 152 4.4706 34 0.7065
Practice drill activities 173 4.8056 36 0.4014
Carry out speech programs 57 4.0714 14 0.7300
Supervise lunch/recess 87 4.3500 20 1.0894
Supervise activities/PE 77 4.8125 16 0.5439
Supervise class when teacher is out o f  room 184 4.3810 42 0.8540
Substitute teacher 66 4.7143 14 0.4688
Work with minimal supervision 200 4.6512 43 0.6127
Develop learning activities 129 4.6071 28 0.4973
Alter curriculum 155 4.5588 34 0.5609
Accompany on field trips 161 4.7353 34 0.5672
Augmentative communication 88 4.1905 21 0.9808
Assist with corrections 201 4.6744 43 0.5219
(table continues)
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Task Sum n Mean n SD
Behavior Management (BMS)
Help develop behavior modification program 123 4.2414 29 0.8724
Monitor student progress 170 4.7222 36 0.4543
Provide feedback to student 179 4.5897 39 0.6373
Deal with aggressive/self abuse 147 4.0833 36 0.8409
Provide emotional support 193 4.5952 42 0.6270
Diagnostic Support (DS)
Administer informal assessment 116 4.4615 26 0.7060
Correct assigned activities 175 4.6053 38 0.7181
Observe/record progress 175 4.6053 38 0.5945
Administer/score formal tests 39 4.333 9 0.8660
Assist in developing IEPs 105 4.3750 24 0.7697
Confer with counselors/parents 84 4.4211 19 0.5073
Classroom Organization (CO)
Make instructional materials 154 4.5294 34 0.5633
Develop learning centers 87 4.3500 20 0.6708
Manage learning centers 131 4.6786 28 0.6696
Prepare displays/bulletin boards 139 4.3438 32 0.9370
Locate instructional materials 164 4.5556 36 0.7346
Complete daily records 169 4.6944 36 0.5248
Perform maintenance tasks 126 4.6667 27 0.6794
Provide routine clerical tasks 184 4.7179 39 0.5595
Operate AV equipment 146 4.7097 31 0.5884
(table continues)
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Task Sum n Mean n SD
Personal Care Assistance (PCA)
Assist mobility impaired students 80 4.4444 18 1.0416
Feed students who need help 47 4.7000 to 0.6749
Assist students in toileting 68 4.2500 16 1.1255
Provide/supervise catheterization - - - -
Assist students in dressing 44 4.8889 9 0.3333
Assist students in bathing 13 4.3333 3 1.1547
Administer medication 35 4.3750 8 1.0607
Check assistive devices 35 5.0000 7 0.0000
Dispense first aid 68 4.5333 15 0.7432
Handle emergency situation 97 4.0417 24 1.0417
Note, n = number o f respondents; SD = standard deviation.
The Iowa and Kansas paraeducators’ perceptions were compared as to which tasks 
paraeducators felt most comfortable with or skilled at performing. The tasks were in the 
areas o f instructional support (IS), behavior management (BMS), diagnostic support (DS), 
classroom organization (CO), and personal care assistance (PCA). A  complete listing o f 
tasks is found in Table 22. Tasks which rated at least a  4.500 or greater on a 5-point scale 
with 5 being the most comfortable with or skilled at, by both Iowa and Kansas 
paraeducators included: (a) reinforcing concepts by teacher (IS), (b) listening to student 
read (IS), (c) supervising small groups (IS), (d) helping students on assignments (IS), (e) 
reading to students (IS), (f) helping students select books (IS), (g) being a substitute
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Table 21
Skill and Comfort Level o f Paraeducators Performing Tasks as Reported bv K ansas
Teacher Respondents
Task Sum n Mean n SD
Instructional Support (IS)
Reinforce concepts by teacher 214 4.6522 46 0.8224
Listen to student read 195 4.8750 40 0.4634
Supervise small group 212 4.8182 44 0.4458
Help students on assignments 205 4.7674 43 0.4275
Read to students 208 4.9524 42 0.2155
Help students select books 137 4.7241 29 0.7972
Modify written material 152 4.4706 34 0.7065
Practice drill activities 173 4.8056 36 0.4014
Carry out speech programs 57 4.0714 14 0.7300
Supervise lunch/recess 87 4.3500 20 1.0894
Supervise activities/PE 77 4.8125 16 0.5439
Supervise class when teacher is out o f  room 184 4.3810 42 0.8540
Substitute teacher 66 4.7143 14 0.4688
Work with minimal supervision 200 4.6512 43 0.6127
Develop learning activities 129 4.6071 28 0.4973
Alter curriculum 155 4.5588 34 0.5609
Accompany on field trips 161 4.7353 34 0.5672
Augmentative communication 88 4.1905 21 0.9808
Assist with corrections 201 4.6744 43 0.5219
(table continues)
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Task Sum n Mean n SD
Behavior Management (BMS)
Help develop behavior modification program 123 4.2414 29 0.8724
Monitor student progress 170 4.7222 36 0.4543
Provide feedback to student 179 4.5897 39 0.6373
Deal with aggressive/self abuse 147 4.0833 36 0.8409
Provide emotional support 193 4.5952 42 0.6270
Diagnostic Support (DS)
Administer informal assessment 116 4.4615 26 0.7060
Correct assigned activities 175 4.6053 38 0.7181
Observe/record progress 175 4.6053 38 0.5945
Administer/score formal tests 39 4.3333 9 0.8660
Assist in developing IEPs 105 4.3750 24 0.7697
Confer with counselors/parents 84 4.4211 19 0.5073
Classroom Organization (CO)
Make instructional materials 154 4.5294 34 0.5633
Develop learning centers 87 4.3500 20 0.6708
Manage learning centers 131 4.6786 28 0.6696
Prepare displays/bulletin boards 139 4.3438 32 0.9370
Locate instructional materials 164 4.5556 36 0.7346
Complete daily records 169 4.6944 36 0.5248
Perform maintenance tasks 126 4.6667 27 0.6794
Provide routine clerical tasks 184 4.7179 39 0.5595
Operate AV equipment 146 4.7097 31 0.5884
(table continues)
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Task Sum n Mean n SD
Personal Care Assistance (PCA)
Assist mobility impaired students 80 4.4444 18 1.0416
Feed students who need help 47 4.7000 10 0.6749
Assist students in toileting 68 4.2500 16 1.1255
Provide/supervise catheterization - - - -
Assist students in dressing 44 4.8889 9 0.3333
Assist students in bathing 13 4.3333 3 1.1547
Administer medication 35 4.3750 8 1.0607
Check assistive devices 35 5.0000 7 0.0000
Dispense first aid 68 4.5333 15 0.7432
Handle emergency situation 97 4.0417 24 1.0417
Note, n = number o f respondents; SD = standard deviation.
teacher (IS), (h) working with m inim al supervision (IS), (0 accompanying on field trips 
(IS), 0  assisting with corrections (IS), (k) correcting assigned activities (DS), (I) making 
instructional materials (CO), (m) managing learning centers (CO), (n) completing daily 
records (CO), (o) performing maintenance tasks (CO), (p) providing routine clerical tasks 
(CO), and (q) operating AV equipment (CO).
On the same survey, Iowa and Kansas paraeducators rated tasks they did not feel 
comfortable with or skilled at performing. These were judged by agreement at the 4.000 
rating or below. There were no tasks judged by both groups falling into this range.
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Table 22
Skill and Comfort Level o f  Paraeducators Performing Tasks as Reported bv Iowa and
Kansas Paraeducator Respondents
Task d f T abT  t value = or *
Instructional Support (IS)
Reinforce concepts by teacher 51 2.008 -0.6970
Listen to student read 46 2.013 -0.7268 =
Supervise small group 50 2.009 -1.6344 =
Help students on assignments 49 2.010 -1.1381 =
Read to students 44 2.015 -1.9834 =
Help students select books 27 2.052 0.3030 =
Modify written material 34 2.032 -0.5681 =
Practice drill activities 36 2.028 -1.8396 =
Carry out speech programs 19 2.093 1.1893 =
Supervise lunch/recess 36 2.028 0.7774 =
Supervise activities/PE 26 2.056 -1.5126 =
Supervise class when teacher is out o f  room 47 2.012 0.6986 =
Substitute teacher 24 2.064 -1.1706 =
Work with minimal supervision 47 2.012 -0.3607 =
Develop learning activities 30 2.042 -1.3800 =
Alter curriculum 34 2.032 -1.6118 =
Accompany on field trips 38 2.024 -0.8064 =
Augmentative communication 23 2.069 -0.1409 =
Assist with corrections 48 2.011 -0.6049 =
(table continues)
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Task d f Tab I  t value = or
Behavior Management (BMS)
Help develop behavior modification program 31 2.040 -1.4384 =
Monitor student progress 38 2.024 -3.3375
Provide feedback to student 41 2.020 -1.6497 =
Deal with aggressive/self abuse 37 2.026 -1.1993 =
Provide emotional support 48 2.011 -1.2527 =
Diagnostic Support (DS)
Administer informal assessment 28 2.048 -0.5732 =
Correct assigned activities 41 2.020 -0.0296 =
Observe/record progress 37 2.026 -0.7882 =
Administer/score formal tests 19 2.093 1.0933 =
Assist in developing IEPs 18 2.101 -2.5613 *
Confer with counselors/parents 24 2.064 -0.7924 =
Classroom Organization (CO)
Make instructional materials 37 2.026 0.6805 =
Develop learning centers 19 2.093 0.4830 =
Manage learning centers 27 2.052 -0.1982 =
Prepare displays/bulletin boards 36 2.028 0.8176 =
Locate instructional materials 41 2.020 -0.8936 =
Complete daily records 35 2.030 -0.2114 =
Perform maintenance tasks 33 2.034 -0.2834 =
Provide routine clerical tasks 42 2.018 -0.6548 =
Operate AV equipment 32 2.037 -1.0158 =
(table continues)
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Task d f TabT t value =  or *
Personal Care Assistance (PCA)
Assist mobility impaired students 18 2.101 0.0165 =
Feed students who need help 8 2.306 -0.6001 =
Assist students in toileting 15 2.132 -0.6483 =
Provide/supervise catheterization 2 4.303 0.0000 =
Assist students in dressing 9 2.262 -2.0752 =
Assist students in bathing 2 4.303 -0.5000 =
Administer medication 19 2.093 -0.6673 =
Check assistive devices 7 2.365 -3.0000 *
Dispense first aid 21 2.080 -0.9424 =
Handle emergency situation 31 2.040 0.4554 =
Note, d f = degrees o f freedom; Tab T = tabular T.
The Iowa and Kansas teachers’ perceptions were compared as to which tasks they 
felt their paraeducators were most comfortable with or skilled at performing. The tasks 
were in the areas o f  instructional support (IS); behavior management support (BMS), 
diagnostic support (DS), classroom organization (CO), and personal care assistance 
(PCA). A complete listing o f tasks is found in Table 23. Tasks which rated at least a  
4.500 or greater on a 5-point scale with 5 being the most comfortable with or skilled at, by 
both Iowa and Kansas teachers included: (a) listening to students read (IS), (b) helping 
students on assignments (IS), (c) reading to students (IS), (d) practicing drill activities 
(IS), (e) supervising lunch/recess (IS), (f) being a  substitute teacher (IS), (g) working with
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minimal supervision (IS), (h) assisting with corrections (IS), (i) correcting assigned 
activities (DS), (j) providing routine clerical tasks (CO), (k) assisting students with 
toileting (PCA), (I) assisting students with dressing (PCA), (m) assisting students with 
bathing (PCA), (n) administering medications (PCA), and (o) dispensing first aid (PCA).
On the sam e survey, Iowa and K ansas teachers rated tasks they felt their 
paraeducators did not feel comfortable with nor skilled at performing. These were judged 
by agreement at the 4.000 rating o r below. There were no tasks judged by both groups 
falling into this range.
The training received by the paraeducators by their school districts before they 
started work varied greatly, as reported by paraeducators, teachers, and administrators. 
This training also varied between states. No training was the most commonly reported 
training (47%) reported by Iowa paraeducators. All other areas were reported in less than 
one half o f the school districts. Iowa teachers reported that on-the-job training was 
provided to paraeducators as they started work (77%). All other areas reported by 
teachers happened in less than one half o f the school districts. Iowa administrators 
reported on-the-job training (58%) and employee orientation (50%) were provided to 
paraeducators as they were starting their work. All other areas were reported by 
administrators in less than one half o f the school districts as shown in Table 24.
Kansas paraeducators reported that in over one half o f the school districts they 
received training by employee orientation (59%), on-the-job training (57%), and general 
training about paraeducator work (55%). Kansas teachers reported that in over one half 
o f the school districts paraeducators received training through (a) employee orientation
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Table 23
Skill and Comfort Level o f Paraeducators Performing Tasks as Reported bv Iowa and
Kansas Teacher Respondents
Task d f Tab T t value = or *
Instructional Support (IS)
Reinforce concepts by teacher 48 2.011 2.3961 *
Listen to student read 43 2.017 -0.7416 =
Supervise small group 48 2.011 1.8831 =
Help students on assignments 48 2.011 1.5824 =
Read to students 43 2.017 0.2183 =
Help students select books 31 2.040 -0.2761 =
Modify written material 32 2.037 0.9762 =
Practice drill activities 44 2.015 0.3180 =
Carry out speech programs 14 2.145 0.1179 =
Supervise lunch/recess 28 2.018 0.4948 =
Supervise activities/PE 22 2.074 0.9621 =
Supervise class when teacher is out o f  room 37 2.026 1.3015 =
Substitute teacher 43 2.017 0.8962 =
Work with minimal supervision 23 2.069 1.3388 =
Develop learning activities 29 2.042 1.0483 =
Alter curriculum 41 2.020 0.0321 =
Accompany on field trips 17 2.110 0.7539 =
Augmentative communication 47 2.012 0.2491 =
Assist with corrections 14 2.145 -1.2753 =
(table continues)
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Task d f T a b ! t value = or
Behavior Management (BMS)
Help develop behavior modification program 23 2.069 0.9890 =
M onitor student progress 39 2.023 0.8819 =
Provide feedback to student 44 2.015 0.8254 =
Deal with aggressive/self abuse 28 2.018 1.9902 =
Provide emotional support 47 2.012 0.8126 =
Diagnostic Support (DS)
Administer informal assessment 23 2.069 0.4952 =
Correct assigned activities 39 2.023 1.0887 =
Observe/record progress 35 2.030 0.9637 =
Administer/score formal tests 3 3.182 -1.5000 = r
Assist in developing IEPs 18 2.101 0.8983 =
Confer with counselors/parents 19 2.093 -0.4859 =
Classroom Organization (CO)
Make instructional materials 36 2.028 1.4312 =
Develop learning centers 11 2.201 0.5320 =
Manage learning centers 19 2.093 0.7784 =
Prepare displays/bulletin boards 31 2.040 1.7031 =
Locate instructional materials 36 2.028 1.1446 =
Complete daily records 34 2.032 0.4607 =
Perform maintenance tasks 34 2.032 1.4959 =
Provide routine clerical tasks 41 2.020 0.1988 =
Operate AV equipment 25 2.060 0.0583 =
(table continues)
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Task d f TabT t value = or *■
Personal Care Assistance (PCA)
Assist mobility impaired students 15 2.132 0.2943 =
Feed students who need help 9 2.262 0.7858 =
Assist students in toileting 13 2.160 -1.1041 =
Provide/supervise catheterization 2 4.303 0.2000 =
Assist students in dressing 11 2.201 -0.4684 =
Assist students in bathing 2 4.303 1.0000 =
Administer medication 11 2.201 0.4502 =
Check assistive devices 9 2.262 -0.3333 =
Dispense first aid 13 2.160 1.0000 =
Handle emergency situation 23 2.069 2.3162
Note, d f = degrees o f freedom; Tab T = tabular T.
(87%), (b) general training about paraeducator work (85%), (c) on the job (70%), (d) 
general training about learners (66%), (e) training specific to their work (64%), and (0 
peer mentoring (51%). Kansas administrators reported that in over one half o f the school 
districts, paraeducators received training through (a) on-the-job training from supervisor 
(98%), (b) employee orientation (72%), (c) general training about paraeducator work 
(58%), and (d) training specific to their work (53%). Complete results are reported in 
Table 24.
In Iowa, training was provided by the teacher to whom the paraeducator was 
assigned in 57% o f the school districts. In Kansas this percentage was 78%. Iowa and
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Table 24
Training Received bv Paraeducators in School Districts Prior to Employment as Reported
bv Paraeducator. Teacher, and Administrator Respondents
Training n l % I nK % K z* = or *
As Reported by Paraeducator Respondents
None 28 47.46% 12 26.09% 2.24 *
Behavior management 3 5.08% 10 21.74% -2.57 *
Peer mentoring 1 1.69% 7 15.22% -2.59 *
On-the-job training from supervisor 21 35.59% 26 56.52% -2.14 *
Employee orientations 13 22.03% 27 58.70% -3.84 *
Training specific to work 5 8.47% 7 15.22% -1.08 =
General training about para work 4 6.78% 25 54.35% -5.41 *
General training about learners 6 10.17% 14 30.43% -2.62
Training in communication with 
learners 0 0.00% 5 10.87% -2.59 *
Training in communication with 
adults 0 0.00% 3 6.52% -1.99 *■
As Reported by Teacher Respondents
None 7 13.21% 0 0.00% 2.58 *■
Behavior management 9 16.98% 24 51.06% -3.62 *
Peer mentoring 5 9.43% 12 25.53% -2.14 *■
On-the-job training from supervisor 41 77.36% 41 87.23% -1.28 ~
Employee orientations 25 47.17% 33 70.21% -2.33 *
Training specific to work 14 26.42% 30 63.83% -3.76 *
General training about para work 12 22.64% 40 85.11% -6.24 *
(table continues)
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Training n l % I n K % K z* = or *
As Reported by Teacher Respondents (continued)
General training about learners 16 30.19% 31 65.96% -3.58 *
Training in communication with 
learners 7 13.21% 17 36.17% -2.68 *
Training in communication with 
adults 0 0.00% 6 12.77% -2.68 *
As Reported by Administrator Respondents
None 7 12.50% 0 0.00% 2.4 *
Behavior management 12 21.43% 18 41.86% -2.19 *
Peer mentoring 6 10.71% 8 18.60% -1.12 =
On-the-job training from supervisor 49 87.50% 42 97.67% -1.84 =
Employee orientations 28 50.00% 31 72.09% -2.22 *
Training specific to work 27 48.21% 23 53.49% -0.52 —
General training about para work 8 14.29% 25 58.14% -4.59
General training about learners 20 35.71% 17 39.53% -0.39 =
Training in communication with
learners I 1.79% 11 25.58% -3.59 *
Training in communication with 
adults 2 3.57% 6 13.95% -1.88 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n  K  =  frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K =  percentage in Kansas. *z, j> =  .05 level.
Kansas paraeducators further reported that someone else in the local school districts 
provided training 27% and 52% respectively. Complete data are summarized in Table 25.
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Table 25
Source o f  Paraeducator Training as Reported bv Paraeducator Respondents
Source o f Training III % I n K % K z* = or *
Teacher with whom I was assigned 34 57.63% 36 78.26% -2.22 *
Local school district 16 27.12% 24 52.17% -2.62
AE A/Area service areas 5 8.47% 10 21.74% -1.93 =
State Department o f Education I 1.69% 5 10.87% -2.01 *
Co llege/University 2 3.39% 3 6.52% -0.75
Note, n I =  frequency in Iowa; n  K = frequency in Kansas; % I =  percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, j> = .05 level.
Paraeducators, teachers, and administrators reported as to whether or not the 
training provided was sufficient. Also reported were the areas that each group felt were 
needed in the areas o f training. Iowa paraeducators (58%), teachers (49%), and 
administrators (55%) reported that the training paraeducators received was sufficient.
The top three training areas Iowa paraeducators felt were needed now included: (a) the 
roles o f paraeducators, teachers, and others (15%); (b) characteristics o f learners and their 
needs (14%); and (c) training specific to their work (10%). The top three training areas 
Iowa teachers felt were needed now included: (a) training specific to their work (30%); 
(b) characteristics o f learners and their needs (30%); and (c) the roles o r paraeducators, 
teachers, and others (26%). The top four training areas Iowa administrators felt were 
needed now included: (a) the characteristics o f learners and their needs (71%), (b) training
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specific to their work (67%), (c) better communication with adults (54%), and (d) areas o f 
confidentiality and ethics (54%). Complete data are summarized in Table 26.
Kansas paraeducators (74%), teachers (62%), and administrators (63%) reported 
that the training was sufficient that paraeducators received. The top three training areas 
Kansas paraeducators felt were needed now included: (a) characteristics o f  learners and 
their needs (15%); (b) the roles o f paraeducators, teachers, and others (11%); and (c) 
training specific to their work (9%). The top three training areas Kansas teachers felt 
were needed now included: (a) characteristics o f learners and their needs (19%); (b) 
training specific to their work (15%); and (c) the roles o f paraeducators, teachers, and 
others (11%). The top four training areas Kansas administrators felt were needed now 
included: (a) characteristics o f learners and their needs (73%), (b) training specific to their 
work (67%), (c) better communication with adults (33%), and (d) areas o f  confidentiality 
and ethics (33%).
Paraeducators were asked whether state certification was required for their 
position. In Iowa, 2 individuals thought that certification was required, 40 individuals 
stated no certification was required, and 17 did not know whether certification was 
required. At this time, Iowa does not have a required paraeducator certification. In 
Kansas, 22 individuals thought Kansas had a paraeducator certification o f some kind, 14 
individuals stated that no certification was required, and 9 did not know whether 
certification was required. Kansas currently has a required certification for paraeducators 
working with students with special needs.
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Table 26
Training Needed bv Paraeducators as Reported bv Paraeducator. Teacher, and
Administrator Respondents
Training Needed n I %I n K % K z* =  or *
Paraeducator Respondents
Employee orientation I 1.69% 2 4.35% -0.81 =
Roles o f para/teachers/others 9 15.25% 5 10.87% 0.66 =
Characteristics/needs o f learners 8 13.56% 7 15.22% -0.24 =
Training specific to work 6 10.17% 4 8.70% 0.25 =
Classroom organization 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00 =
Communication with adults 2 3.39% 0 0.00% 1.26 =
Confidentiality and ethics 1 1.69% 2 4.35% -0.81 =
Teacher Respondents
Employee orientation 6 11.32% 2 4.26% 1.30 =
Roles o f para/teachers/others 14 26.42% 5 10.64% 2.01 *
Characteristics/needs o f  learners 16 30.19% 9 19.15% 1.27 =
Training specific to work 16 30.19% 7 14.89% 1.81 =
Classroom organization 3 5.66% 1 2.13% 0.90 =
Communication with adults 8 15.09% 3 6.38% 1.39 =
Confidentiality and ethics 10 18.87% 2 4.26% 2.24 *
Administrator Respondents
Employee orientation 3 12.50% 3 20.00% -1.02 =
Roles o f para/teachers/others 11 45.83% 4 26.67% 1.95 =
Characteristics/needs o f learners 17 70.83% 11 73.33% -0.27 =
(table continues)
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Training Needed n I %I n K % K z* = or *
Administrator Respondents (continued)
Training specific to work 16 66.67% 10 66.67% 0 =
Classroom organization 3 12.50% I 6.67% 0.96 =
Communication with adults 13 54.17% 5 33.33% 2.07 *
Confidentiality and ethics 13 54.17% 5 33.33% 2.17
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p  = .05 level.
Paraeducators, teachers, and administrators reported about whether paraeducators 
should be required to undergo some type o f  formal training program or certification/ 
permit as a prerequisite to employment in schools. About 50% o f Iowa and Kansas 
paraeducators felt paraeducators should be certified. Iowa teachers (75%) and 
Kansas teachers (66%) felt paraeducators should complete formal training and be certified. 
Both Iowa and Kansas administrators (55% and 56% respectively) felt paraeducators 
should not be certified before starting the job as a  paraeducator.
Paraeducators were asked if they would attend inservice training if  it became 
available. The majority o f paraeducators from Iowa (61%) and Kansas (63%) reported 
that they would attend inservice training if  no costs were charged. Around 30% would 
attend even if they had to pay. About 45% would attend only if time o ff from work was 
given. Thirty-eight percent o f the paraeducators would attend during their off-work
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hours. Around that same number would attend, but their family roles limited the hours 
available. Less than 7% o f paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas reported they would not 
attend inservice if it became available. Table 27 summarizes this data.
Paraeducators, teachers, and administrators reported on the impact training has on 
the paraeducator’s job. Iowa paraeducators reported in 78% o f the school districts there 
would be no impact on the job. Kansas paraeducators reported the top three impacts 
would be: (a) none (41%), (b) that on-going training determines salary increases (41%), 
and (c) past training determines salary (28%). Iowa teachers reported that training 
determined what work is assigned (26%) and training determined what supervision was 
needed (19%). Kansas teachers reported that on-going training determined salary 
increases (43%) and past training determined salary (28%). Iowa administrators reported 
that training determined the work assigned (32%) and training determined supervision 
needed (25%). Kansas administrators reported that training had no impact on the job in 
33% o f the school districts, and that training determined what work is assigned (30%). 
Table 28 summarizes this data.
Paraeducators in both states reported that the best three ways to receive training 
would be (a) training from the local school district, (b) training from an AEA/Area Service 
Center, and (c) regional training from the Department o f Education. Teachers in both 
states reported the best three ways to receive training for paraeducators would be (a) 
training from AEA/Area Service Center, (b) training from the local school district, and (c) 
training/orientation by a master teacher. Administrators in both states agreed that training
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Table 27
Paraeducators Who Would Attend Training if  it was Available as Reported bv
Paraeducator Respondents
I f  inservice training was offered: n I % I nK % K
Would not attend 4 6.78% 1 2.17%
Attend if no costs were charged 36 61.02% 29 63.04%
Attend, even if  I had to pay 20 33.90% 14 30.43%
Attend only if time o ff from work was given 24 40.68% 24 52.17%
Attend during my off-work hours 21 35.59% 19 41.30%
Attend, but family roles limit hours 22 37.29% 18 39.13%
Attend if subject is appropriate 5 8.47% 2 4.35%
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; a  K = frequency in Kansas; % I =  percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas.
from the AEA/Area Service Center and training from the local school district were two o f 
the better ways for paraeducators to receive training. The Iowa and Kansas paraeducator 
responses are repotted in Table 29 and Table 30. All paraeducator responses are 
summarized in Table 31.
Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas reported that training should be conducted at 
the beginning o f each school year with 54% and 48% respectively. It was then felt that 
once a month throughout the year would be beneficial (Iowa 25% and Kansas 43%). This 
data is summarized in Table 32. Only 5% o f paraeducators in Iowa and 2% in Kansas felt 
the training should only take place when paraeducators were first beginning.
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Table 28
Impact on Paraeducator’s Job as Reported bv Paraeducator. Teacher and Administrator
Respondents
Impact on Job n I % I n K % K  z* = or *
Paraeducator Respondents
Past training determines salary 3 5.08% 13 28.26% -3.38 *=
On-going training determines
increases 3 5.08% 19 41.30% -4.53 *
Training determines supervision
needed 4 6.78% 3 6.52% 0.05
Training determines what work is
assigned 6 10.17% 5 10.87% -0.12 =
None 46 77.97% 19 41.30% 3.84 *
Teacher Respondents 
Past training determines salary 3 5.66% 13 27.66% -3.00 *
On-going training determines
increases I 1.89% 20 42.55% -4.98 *■
Training determines supervision
needed 10 18.87% 10 21.28% -0.30
Training determines what work is
assigned 14 26.42% 8 17.02% 1.13
Administrator Respondents 
Past training determines salary 4 7.14% 9 20.93% -2.01 *■
On-going training determines
increases 3 5.36% 11 25.58% -2.86 *
Training determines supervision
needed 14 25.00% 12 27.91% -0.33
(table continues)
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Impact on Job n I % I n K % K  z* =  o r*
Administrator Respondents (continued)
Training determines what work is
assigned 18 32.14% 13 30.23% -0.20
None 0 0% 14 32.56% -4.61 *
Note, n I =  frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K -  percentage in Kansas. *z, j> =  .05 level.
Table 29
Most Desirable Wavs to R e ce iv e  Training a s  Reported bv Iowa Paraeducator Respondents
Inservice Method Sum n Mean n SD
Workshops/Conference 84 1.7500 48 0.7855
College/University credits 18 1.2857 14 0.8254
On-site training 65 1.8056 36 0.7491
Internet 18 2.5714 7 0.7868
TV/Satellite program (videotapes) 12 3.0000 4 1.4142
Interactive television class/ICN 24 2.4000 10 0.6992
Mentoring/Individualized 32 2.0000 16 0.9661
Informational packets 37 2.3125 16 0.7932
Study group throughout year 46 2.3000 20 0.8013
Note. The lower the mean score, the more desirable the training method, n = number o f
respondents; SD =  standard deviation.
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Table 30
Most Desirable Wavs to Receive Training as Reported bv Kansas Paraeducator
Respondents
Inservice Method Sum n Mean n SD
Workshops/Conference 71 1.6905 42 0.7805
College/University credits 26 2.0000 13 0.8165
On-site training 68 1.8889 36 0.8204
Internet 6 2.0000 3 1.0000
TV/Satellite program (videotapes) 13 1.8571 7 0.8997
Interactive television class/ICN 13 2.6000 5 0.5477
Mentoring/Individualized 45 2.5000 18 0.7859
Informational packets 8 2.0000 4 0.8165
Study group throughout year 24 2.1818 11 0.7508
Note. The lower the mean score, the more desirable the training method, n = number of 
respondents; SD = standard deviation.
Paraeducators and teachers in both Iowa and Kansas all reported that a guarantee 
that the paraeducators would have the skills and knowledge required would be the number 
one advantage o f a certified paraeducator. Iowa and Kansas paraeducators and Kansas 
teachers felt the next advantage would be to move up on the salary schedule. Iowa and 
Kansas paraeducators and Iowa teachers reported that certification would set a clear 
definition o f responsibilities among paraeducators. An incentive to remain as a
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Table 31
Most Desirable Wavs to Receive Training as Reported bv All Paraeducator Respondents
Inservice Method df T abT t value = or *■
Workshops/Conference 44 2.015 0.3597 =
College/University credits 13 2.160 -2.2594 *
On-site training 35 2.030 -0.4499 =
Internet 5 2.571 0.8798 =
TV/Satellite program (videotapes) 5 2.571 1.4566 =
Interactive television class/ICN 7 2.365 -0.6061 =
Mentoring/Individualized 16 2.120 -1.6427 =
Informational packets 13 2.160 0.6885 =
Study group throughout year 16 2.120 0.4094
Note, d f= degrees o f freedom; Tab T = tabular t.
Table 32
Frequency o f Paraeducator Training as Reported bv Paraeducator Respondents
Frequency n l % I nK % K z* = or *
Only at first beginning as para 3 5.08% I 2.17% 0.77
Only when changing programs or
levels 8 13.56% 5 10.87% 0.42
Beginning o f each school year 32 54.24% 22 47.83% 0.65
Once a month throughout year 15 25.42% 20 43.48% -1.95
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I =  percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p  = .05 level.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
135
paraeducator was reported by teacher respondents in both states as an additional 
advantage o f paraeducators becoming certified. Advantages are summarized in Table 33.
Iowa and Kansas paraeducators agreed on what they felt were the disadvantages 
o f becoming certified. The reasons reported were: (a) no impact on the salary and/or 
benefits, (b) job responsibilities, (c) duties would remain the same, and (d) training costs. 
Similarly, Iowa and Kansas teachers agreed on what they felt were the disadvantages o f 
paraeducators becoming certified. The reasons reported included: (a) training costs, (b) 
time was not available in the school schedule for training, and (c) there would be no 
impact on their salary and/or benefits. These disadvantages are summarized on Table 34.
Research Question 2
What are the similarities and differences, if  any, in the areas o f roles, 
responsibilities, skill levels and training background, and training needs for certified and 
non-certified paraeducators working with students with special needs?
Analysis. Paraeducators completed questions dealing with roles, responsibilities, 
skills, training background and needs, kinds, and levels o f  learners. Questions were 
completed about tasks performed and skill and comfort level in the areas o f instructional 
support, behavior management, diagnostic support, classroom organization, and personal 
care assistance. Additionally, paraeducators completed questions concerning 
qualifications required for paraeducators before being hired, training received by the 
paraeducators in their school districts, who provided that training, and if that training was 
sufficient. Paraeducators were asked about staying on at their current position, feelings
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Table 33
Advantages o f  Certified Paraeducators as Reported bv Paraeducator and Teacher
Respondents
Advantage n I % I n K % K z* = o r *■
Paraeducator Respondents
Guarantee I have skills and 
knowledge 37 62.71% 29 63.04% -0.03 =
Move up on salary schedule 31 52.54% 23 50.00% 0.26 =
Incentive to remain as para 21 35.59% 19 41.30% -0.60 =
Incentive to become certified teacher 11 18.64% 14 30.43% -1.41 =
Set a clear definition o f 
responsibilities 31 52.54% 21 45.65% 0.70 =
Formal recognition o f contributions 25 42.37% 14 30.43% 1.26 =
None 1 1.69% 2 4.35% -0.81 =
Teacher Respondents
Guarantee I have skills and 
knowledge 36 67.92% 32 68.09% -0.02 =
Move up on salary schedule 25 47.17% 31 65.96% -1.89 =
Incentive to remain as para 29 54.72% 30 63.83% -0.92 =
Incentive to become certified teacher 21 39.62% 18 38.30% 0.14 =
Set a  clear definition o f 
responsibilities 29 54.72% 28 59.57% -0.49 =
Formal recognition o f contributions 31 58.49% 29 61.70% -0.33 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K  = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, £  = .05 level.
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Table 34
D isadvantages o f  Certified Paraeducators as Reported bv Paraeducator and Teacher
Respondents
Disadvantage n l % I nK % K z* = or *
Paraeducator Respondents
Training not available near home 10 16.95% 11 23.91% -0.88 =
Training costs 25 42.37% 20 43.48% - 0.11 =
Time not available in my schedule 13 22.03% 11 23.91% -0.23 =
Job duties would remain the same 28 47.46% 15 32.61% 1.54 =
No impact on salary and/or benefits 34 57.63% 24 52.17% 0.56 =
Teacher Respondents
Training not available near home 14 26.42% 15 31.91% -0.60 =
Training costs 30 56.60% 32 68.09% -1.18 =
Time not available in my schedule 21 39.62% 32 68.09% -2.85 *
Job duties would remain the same 17 32.08% 10 21.28% 1.21 =
No impact on salary and/or benefits 20 37.74% 19 40.43% -0.28 =
Note, n I =  frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p =  .05 IeveL
about whether paraeducators should obtain a paraeducator certification or permit, 
advantages and disadvantages o f a  certification, and whether they would attend inservice if 
it was offered.
Teacher data were obtained in the kinds and levels o f learners paraeducators 
worked with, paraeducator tasks, skill and comfort level in the areas o f instructional
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support, behavior management, diagnostic support, classroom organization, and personal 
care assistance. Teachers completed questions concerning training paraeducators received 
in their school district, whether the training was sufficient, certification advantages and 
disadvantages, and the teacher’s role in delivering training to paraeducators.
For this data frequency and percentages were calculated and reported. A mean 
was calculated and reported for the paraeducators’ feelings about how skilled and 
comfortable they were about performing tasks in the areas o f  instructional support, 
behavior management, diagnostic support, classroom organization, and personal care 
assistance. A mean was also calculated and reported for the teachers’ feelings about how 
well their paraeducator performed the tasks in the same areas.
Comparisons were made between Iowa and Kansas paraeducators, teachers, and 
administrators. The difference o f proportions test and the difference o f means test was 
performed on the data and results reported. The calculations were hand calculated using 
the formulas described in Chapter III.
Results. Paraeducators reported the kinds o f learners that received their attention. 
Categories included: (a) learning disabled, (b) emotionally/behaviorally disordered, (c) 
mild to moderately disabled, (d) regular education, (e) speech and language disordered, (f) 
physically disabled, (g) early childhood, (h) deaf or hearing impaired, (i) moderately to 
severely disabled, 0  visually impaired or blind, and (k) severely to profoundly disabled. 
Kansas paraeducators were much more likely to attend to the severely disabled student. 
Table 35 summarizes this data.
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Table 35
Credentials Held hy Paraeducators as Reported bv Teacher and Administrator
Respondents
Credentials n I % l nK % K z* = or *
Teacher Respondents
Certified as Para 2 3.77% 23 48.94% -5.21 * ■
Level 1 Para I 1.89% 11 23.40% -3.30 *
Level 2 Para 1 1.89% 9 19.15% -2.87 *
Level 3 Para 1 1.89% 9 19.15% -2.87 *
License in regular education 9 16.98% 5 10.64% 0.91 =
License in special education 2 3.77% 0 0.00% 1.34 =
Administrator Respondents
Level 1 Para 12 21.43% 14 32.56% -1.25 =
Level 2 Para 1 1.79% 8 18.60% -2.88 *
Level 3 Para 0 0.00% 5 11.63% -2.62 *■
License in regular education 21 37.50% 6 13.95% 2.61 *
License in special education 6 10.71% 2 4.65% 1.10
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p  = .05 level.
Teachers similarly reported kinds o f learners that received the attention of the 
paraeducator. Categories included; (a) learning disabled, (b) emotionally/behaviorally 
disordered, (c) mildly to moderately disabled, (d) regular education, (e) speech and 
language disordered, (f) physically disabled, (g) early childhood, (h) deaf or hearing
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impaired, (0 moderately to severely disabled, 0  visually impaired o r blind, and (k) 
severely to profoundly disabled. There was no statistical difference between any category 
as reported by the teachers. Data are summarized in Table 13 and 14.
Paraeducators and teachers were asked to indicate roles and responsibilities that 
they currently performed or were assigned to by the supervising teacher. These skills 
were in the areas o f instructional support (IS), behavior management support (BMS), 
diagnostic support (DS), classroom organization (CO), and personal care assistance 
(PCA).
Instructional support deals with helping students directly with educational 
activities such as listening to them read, supervising groups at work, recess, or other 
activities, modifying materials and curriculum, and accompanying on field trips. Within 
the instructional support tasks, the skills determined to be statistically different between 
Iowa and Kansas paraeducators were: (a) helping students select books--Kansas 
paraeducators did more, (b) supervising lunch/recess—Iowa paraeducators did more, and
(c) supervising activities/PE—Iowa paraeducators did more. Iowa and Kansas teachers’ 
rating o f skills currently performed by paraeducators included (a) supervising lunch/ 
recess—Iowa paraeducators did more, and (b) altering curriculum—Kansas paraeducators 
did more.
Behavior management supports (BMS) deal with helping to develop a behavior 
modification program, monitoring student progress, providing feedback and emotional 
support, and dealing with aggressive behavior. Within the behavior management support
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tasks, all skills were determined as not to be statistically different as reported by Iowa and 
Kansas paraeducators and teachers.
Diagnostic supports (DS) deal with informal and formal assessments, correcting 
and recording progress, helping develop IEPs, and conferring with teachers and parents.
In the area o f diagnostic supports, statistical differences as reported by Iowa and Kansas 
paraeducators included: (a) observing and recording progress—Kansas paraeducators did 
more, and (b) administering and scoring formal tests—Iowa paraeducators did more. Iowa 
and Kansas teachers reported diagnostic skills which were statistically different were in the 
area o f conferring with counselors and parents, with Iowa paraeducators doing this more.
Classroom organization (CO) skills deal with making and locating instructional 
materials and bulletin boards, completing daily records, maintenance and clerical tasks, 
and operating audio-visual equipment. Within the responses from Iowa and Kansas 
paraeducators, only completing daily records was statistically different with the Kansas 
paraeducators performing the task more often. No area o f  classroom organization was 
statistically different according to Iowa and Kansas teachers.
Personal care assistance (PCA) deals with students who need help in mobility, 
feeding, toileting, catheterization, dressing, bathing, medication, assistive devices, first aid, 
and emergency situations. All areas were calculated from Iowa and Kansas 
paraeducators’ responses with only the area o f administering medications as being
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statistically different with Iowa paraeducators performing this skill more often. Teacher 
reports in Iowa and Kansas were not statistically different. The data for all skill areas are 
summarized in Tables 16 and 17.
Iowa and Kansas paraeducators were compared to their comfort with and skill 
level at performing tasks in the areas o f instructional support (IS), behavior management 
support (BMS), diagnostic support (DS), classroom organization (CO), and personal care 
assistance (PCA). The three tasks that were statistically different which Iowa and Kansas 
paraeducators did not feel equal about in the area o f  comfort and skill were (a) monitoring 
student progress (BMS), (b) assisting in developing IEPs (DS), and (c) checking assistive 
devices (PCA).
Iowa and Kansas teachers were compared to their feelings about the comfort/skill 
level their paraeducator had in performing tasks in the areas o f instructional support (IS), 
behavior management support (BMS), diagnostic support (DS), classroom organization 
(CO), and personal care assistance (PCA). The two tasks that were statistically different 
that Iowa and Kansas teachers did not feel equal about in the area o f  comfort and skill o f 
their paraeducator were (a) reinforcing concepts by teacher (IS); and (b) handling 
emergency situations (PCA). Data for comfort and skill areas are summarized in 
Tables 18-23.
Paraeducators, teachers, and administrators reported on the training received in the 
school district for the paraeducator. There was a statistical difference for
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each score in the training areas. Kansas paraeducators received much more training. The 
areas o f training included: (a)behavior management, (b) peer mentoring, (c) on-the-job 
training from supervisor, (d) employee orientations, (e) training specific to work,
(f) general training about paraeducator work, (g) general training about learners, (h) 
training in communication with learners, and (0 training in communication with adults. 
Table 24 summarizes this data.
Training was provided by teachers to whom the paraeducators were assigned, local 
school districts, AEAs/Area Service Areas, state Department o f Educations, college and 
universities. Kansas paraeducators received this training at a statistically different level 
more often from their supervising teacher, local school district, and state Department o f 
Education.
All three groups—paraeducators, teachers, and administrators—reported that the 
training was sufficient. As far as further training needed by the paraeducators, as reported 
by paraeducators, teachers, and administrators, the areas covered included: (a) employee 
orientation; (b) roles o f paraeducators, teachers, and others; (c) characteristics o f  learners 
and their needs; (d) training specific to their work; (e) classroom organization; (f) 
communication with adults; and (g) confidentiality and ethics. The areas that were 
statistically different, as summarized in Table 26, included: (a) roles o f paraeducators, 
teachers, and others—teachers reported Iowa paraeducators needed this more; (b) 
confidentiality and ethics—administrators and teachers reported Iowa paraeducators 
needed this more; and (c) communication with adults—administrators reported Iowa 
paraeducators needed this more.
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Whether or not a state certification requirement existed for the paraeducator 
position was answered as expected. Kansas paraeducators reported at a statistically 
different level that the certification did exist. The state o f Kansas does require 
certification o f its paraeducators who work with special needs students. A t this time, 
required certification does not exist in Iowa. Paraeducators and teachers felt that 
paraeducators should be certified with administrators disagreeing. Between the groups o f 
Iowa and Kansas there was no statistical difference.
Where this training should take place included: (a) degree from a community 
college, (b) training from the local school district, (c) training from a master teacher, and 
(d) training from an AEA/Area Service Center. Teachers and administrators reported 
paraeducators in Iowa needed this more. A summary of this data is reported in Table 26.
Paraeducators from both Iowa and Kansas alike would attend inservice if it 
became available. There was no statistical difference about attendance depending on (a) 
costs charged, (b) paraeducators having to pay, (c) time off from work, (d) attending 
during off-work hours, (e) family roles limiting hours, and (0  subject appropriateness. 
Table 27 summarizes this data.
Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas disagreed statistically about the impact training 
would have on their job. The areas o f disagreement included: (a) on-going training 
determines increases in salary, (b) that training would have no impact, and (c) past training 
determines salary.
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Teachers in Iowa and Kansas also disagreed about the impact training would have 
on the paraeducator’s job. The areas o f disagreement included: (a) on-going training 
determines increases, and (b) past training determines salary Administrators in Iowa and 
Kansas disagreed in the areas o f (a) no impact, (b) on-going training determines increases, 
and (c) past training determines salary. Table 28 summarizes the complete results.
Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas agreed on the most desirable ways to receive 
training except in the area o f college and university credits. Iowa paraeducators felt this 
was more desirable than did the Kansas paraeducators.
Paraeducators reported how frequently they should receive inservice varying from
(a) just at the first when beginning as paraeducators; (b) only when changing students, 
programs, or levels; (c) at the beginning o f  each school year; and (d) once a  month. 
Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas did not disagree on these issues. Table 32 summarizes 
these results.
Paraeducators and teachers reported on perceived advantages o f being a certified 
paraeducator. Advantages included: (a) guarantee o f having the skills and knowledge 
required to do the job, (b) moving up on the salary schedule, (c) having a clear definition 
o f responsibilities among paraeducators, (d) formal recognition o f contributions, (e) 
incentive to remain as a paraeducator, and (f) incentive to seek additional training to 
become certified as a teacher. No statistical difference existed between paraeducators and 
teachers in Iowa and Kansas. Table 33 summarizes this data.
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Paraeducators and teachers reported on the perceived disadvantages o f being a  
certified paraeducator. Disadvantages included: (a) no impact on salary and/or benefits,
(b) job duties would remain the same, (c) training costs, (d) time not available in then 
schedule, and (e) training not available near their home. Iowa and Kansas paraeducators 
reported a  statistical difference in tone not available m their schedule with Kansas teachers 
feeling more strongly on this issue. Table 34 summarizes this data.
Research Question 3
What are district policies and building procedures for paraeducators working with 
students with special needs in the areas o f  (a) employment, (b) supervision, and (c)
evaluation?
Analysis. Paraeducators, teachers, and administrators completed a written survey 
dealing with the district policies and building procedures in place for paraeducators in the 
areas o f employment, supervision, and evaluation. For this data, frequency and 
percentages were calculated and reported. A mean was calculated for teachers and 
administrators in the area o f characteristics o f paraeducators and criteria for employment.
Results. Teachers and administrators in Iowa and Kansas reported on the 
credentials held by the paraeducators and whether or not these were required for the 
position. Iowa teachers reported that about 17% o f their paraeducators hold a  license to 
teach regular education. A license to teacher special education and/or certification as a 
paraeducator was reported in 2% to 4% o f the data. Kansas teachers reported about 49%
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o f their paraeducators were certified as paraeducators—23% at Level 1, 19% at Level 2, 
and 19% at Level 3. Additionally 11% held a license to teach regular education and none 
held a license to teach special education.
Iowa administrators reported that 38% o f the paraeducators held a license to teach 
regular education. Additionally, 21% were certified as a  Level I paraeducator, 2% at 
Level 2 paraeducator certification* and 11% held a  license to teach special education.
Kansas administrators reported that 33% o f the paraeducators were certified as 
Level 1 paraeducators, 19% at Level 2, and 12% at Level 3 certification. Fourteen 
percent o f the paraeducators in the Kansas survey were certified in regular education and 
5% were certified in special education. Table 35 summarizes this data on credentials for 
paraeducators.
Paraeducators in both Iowa and Kansas reported that the minimum qualification 
required in order to be hired was to have a high school diploma(74%) or have completed a 
GED (91%). The next closest qualification or requirement was some work- related job 
experience as reported by 19% o f  Iowa paraeducators and 28% o f Kansas paraeducators. 
First aid skills were also mentioned at 8% for Iowa paraeducators and 13% for Kansas 
paraeducators. Teachers in Iowa and Kansas reported that the minimum requirements in 
order for a paraeducator to be hired were (a) high school or GED certification—Iowa at 
72% and Kansas at 85%, (b) no minimum requirements—Iowa at 17% and Kansas at 
13%), and (c) work-related job experience—Iowa at 17% and Kansas at 6%. Table 36 
summarizes the data on job requirements.
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Table 36
Minimum Qualifications Required for the Job as Reported bv Paraeducator and Teacher
Respondents
Minimum Required 
Qualifications n I % I n K % K z* = or
Paraeducator Respondents
None 2 3.39% 3 6.52% -0.75 =
GED/High school diploma 44 74.58% 42 91.30% -2.21 *
Certificate o f vocational
training 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
Some training in education 4 6.78% 5 10.87% -0.74 =
Technical college diploma 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
License in educational field 6 10.17% 0 0.00% 2.23 *
First aid skills 5 8.47% 6 13.04% -0.76 =
Work-related experience 11 18.64% 13 28.26% -1.16 =
Attend para inservices 2 3.39% 3 6.52% -0.75 =
Other 0 0.00% 1 2.17% -1.14 =
Teacher Respondents
None 9 16.98% 6 12.77% 0.59 =
High school diploma/GED 38 71.70% 40 85.11% -1.62 =
Certificate o f vocational
training 0 0.00% 3 6.38% -1.87 =
Some training in education 4 7.55% 1 2.13% 1.24 =
Technical college diploma 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - =
License in educational field 3 5.66% 0 0.00% 1.66 —
(table continues)
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Minimum Required 
Qualifications n l  % I n K  % K z*  = or *
Teachers Respondents (continued)
First aid skills 2 3.77% I 2.13% 0.48
Work-related experience 9 16.98% 3 6.38% 1.63
Note, n I = frequency m Iowa; n K  = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage m Kansas. *z, =  .05 level.
All groups o f paraeducators, teachers, and administrators reported that a  job title 
was assigned to people working as “paraeducators” with students with special needs. The 
most common titles included: (a) paraprofessional—especially as reported by Kansas 
paraeducators, teachers, and administrators; (b) paraeducator; (c) educational associate;
(d) educational aide; and (e) teaching assistant. Table 37 summarizes the job title 
information.
Written job descriptions delineate the expectations and specific duties for the 
paraeducator. Across Iowa, it was reported by 42% o f  the paraeducators, 32% o f  the 
teachers, and 66%  o f  the administrators that written job descriptions existed. In Kansas, 
70% o f  the paraeducators, 72% o f the teachers, and 53% o f the administrators reported 
that written job descriptions existed.
When a  job description does exist, it is suppose to describe what the paraeducator 
actually does. In Iowa, 24% o f the paraeducators, 17% o f the teachers, and 41% o f the 
administrators reported that the job description did accurately describe a paraeducator’s
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Table 37
Paraeducator’s Job Title as Reported bv Paraeducator. Teacher, and Administrator
Respondents
Job Title n l % I n K % K z* = or
No job title
Paraeducator Respondents
I 1.69% 0 0.00% 0.89 =
Yes 57 96.61% 46 100.0% -1.26 =
Paraeducator 4 6.78% 16 34.78% -3.6 *
Paraprofessional 6 10.17% 34 73.91% -6.67 * ■
Educational Aide 13 22.03% 0 0.00% 3.40 *
Educational Associate 24 40.68% 0 0.00% 4.93 *
Teaching Assistant 8 13.56% 0 0.00% 2.60 *
Other 4 6.78% 0 0.00% 1.80 =
No job title
Teacher Respondents 
5 9.43% 11 23.40% -1.90 =
Yes 45 84.91% 35 74.47% 1.30 =
Paraeducator 2 3.77% 0 0.00% 1.34 =
Paraprofessional 4 7.55% 31 65.96% -6.11 *■
Educational Aide 26 49.06% 6 12.77% 3.88 *■
Educational Associate 19 35.85% 0 0.00% 4.56 *
Teaching Assistant 8 15.09% 3 6.38% 1.39 =
Other 4 7.55% I 2.13% 1.24 =
(table continues)
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Job Title n I % I nK % K z* = o r *■
Administrator Respondents
No job title 9 16.07% 11 25.58% -1.17 =
Yes 45 80.36% 31 72.09% 0.97 =
Paraeducator 2 3.57% 2 4.65% -0.27 =
Paraprofessional 2 3.57% 29 67.44% -6.79 *■
Educational Aide 22 39.29% 1 7.14% 3.65 *
Educational Associate 21 37.50% 0 0.00% 4.52 *
Teaching Assistant 6 10.71% 4 9.30% 0.23 =
Other 3 5.36% I 2.33% 0.76 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n  K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, j> = .05 leveL
responsibilities. In Kansas, 46% o f the paraeducators, 47% o f the teachers, and 35% o f 
the administrators reported the job description accurately portrayed job responsibilities.
Iowa and Kansas respondents alike reported what was missing most often in a  
written job description included: (a) expectations about learners, (b) specific work 
assignments and duties, (c) relationships with licensed staff and (d) amount o f 
unsupervised work the paraeducator does. Summarized data appears in Table 38 
Administrators reported that many administrative structures involved in the recruitment, 
selection, and employment o f paraeducators were in place in their building and school 
district. Within Iowa the structures in place included: (a) an evaluation process (75%), (b) 
a contract (71%), (c) a salary schedule (64%), (d) an affirmative action policy (61%), (e) a
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Table 38
Written Job Description as Reported bv Paraeducator. Teacher, and Administrator
Respondents
n l  % I n K  % K z* = or *
Paraeducator Respondents
No written job description 27 45.76% 13 28.26% 1.83 -
Written job description exists 25 42.37% 32 69.57% -2.78 *
Job description describes duties 14 23.73% 21 45.655 -2.36 *
Job description does not describe
duties 11 18.64% 11 23.91% -0.66 —
Expectations about learners is 
missing in job description 8 13.56% 5 10.87% 0.42 =
Amount o f unsupervised work 
isn’t specified in job description 8 13.56% 2 4.35% 1.60 -
Relationship with licensed staff is 
not addressed in job description 10 16.95% 4 8.70% 1.23 =
Specific work assignments/duties 
aren’t included in job description 9 15.25% 7 15.22% 0.00 =
Do not know of any thing that is 
missing in job description 6 10.17% 4 8.70% 0.25 =
Teacher Respondents
No written job description 21 39.62% 9 19.15% 2.23 *
Written job description exists 17 32.08% 34 72.34% -4.02
Job description describes duties 9 16.98% 22 46.81% -3.22
(table continues)
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__________ n l  % I nK  % K z* =  o r *
Teacher Respondents (continued)
Job description does not describe
duties 9 16.98% 10 21.98% -0.55 =
Expectations about learners is
missing in job description 10 18.87% 7 14.89% 0.53 =
Amount o f unsupervised work 
isn’t specified in job description 8 15.09% 6 12.77% 0.33 =
Relationship with licensed staff is 
not addressed in job description 6 11.32% 6 12.77% -0.22 =
Specific work assignments/duties 
aren’t included in job description 9 16.98% 6 12.77% 0.59 =
Do not know o f any thing that is
missing in job description 14 26.42% 5 10.64% 2.01 *
Administrator Respondents
No written job description 18 32.14% 15 34.88% -0.29 =
Written job description exists 37 66.07% 23 53.49% 1.27 =
Job description describes duties 23 41.07% 15 34.88% 0.63 =
Job description does not describe 
duties 13 23.21% 6 13.95% 1.16 =
Expectations about learners is 
missing in job description 10 17.86% 4 9.30% 1.21 =
Amount o f  unsupervised work 
isn’t specified m job description 7 12.50% 2 4.65% 1.35 =
Relationship with licensed staff is 
not addressed in job description 6 10.71% I 2.33% 1.61 —-
(table continues)
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n l % I n K % K z* = or *
Specific work assignments/duties 
aren’t included in job description 8 14.29% 3 6.98% 1.15
Do not know o f any thing that is 
missing in job description 2 3.57% 6 13.95% 1.88
Note, a  I = frequency in Iowa; n K  =  frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, £  =  -05 level.
written job description (54%), (f) competencies for employment m specific programs 
(28%), (g) a paraeducator handbook (14%), (h) training needs assessment (1 1%), and (t) 
a career ladder (9%).
Within Kansas the structures in place included: (a) a salary schedule (72%), (b) an 
evaluation process (70%), (c) a contract (63%), (d) an affirmative action policy (51%), (d) 
a paraeducator handbook (51%), (e) a  written job description (40%), (f) training needs 
assessment (28%), (g) competencies for employment in specific program (19%), and (h) a 
career ladder (7%).
Iowa and Kansas teachers ranked the characteristics desired in paraeducators 
almost identically. The characteristics listed in rank order, from most to least mentioned, 
were: (a) adaptability, (b) dependability, (c) cooperation, (d) tolerance, (e) experience 
with children, (f) resourcefulness, (g) versatility, (h) intelligence, (0 energy, (j) creativity, 
(k) good grooming. The results for Iowa and Kansas teachers are summarized in Table 
39. The combined results for all teachers are summarized in Table 40.
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Table 39
Characteristics o f  Paraeducators as Reported bv Iowa and Kansas Treacher Respondents
Characteristic Sum n Mean n SD
Iowa Teacher Respondents
Creativity 402 8.2041 49 1.9470
Resourcefulness 303 6.1837 49 2.7889
Adaptability 171 3.4898 49 2.2372
Tolerance 230 4.6000 50 2.8284
Intelligence 315 6.4286 49 2.8431
Versatility 309 6.1800 50 2.6931
Experience with children 257 5.2449 49 3.3450
Energy 383 7.8163 49 2.0583
Dependability 177 3.5400 50 2.0525
Good grooming 490 9.8000 50 2.1476
Cooperation 212 4.2400 50 2.5359
Kansas Teacher Respondents
Creativity 375 8.1522 46 2.3283
Resourcefulness 282 6.0000 47 2.8817
Adaptability 149 3.1702 47 1.9596
Tolerance 216 4.5957 47 2.0500
Intelligence 242 5.2609 46 2.9472
Versatility 296 6.2979 47 2.4398
Experience with children 297 6.3191 47 3.0794
Energy 349 7.4255 47 2.5431
Dependability 196 4.1702 47 2.5734
(table continues)
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Characteristic Sumn Mean n SD
Kansas Teacher Respondents (continued)
Good grooming 471 10.239 46 1.4785
Cooperation 199 4.2340 47 2.8758
Note. The lower the mean score, the more desirable the characteristic, n = number o f 
respondents; SD = standard deviation.
Table 40
Characteristics o f Paraeducators as Reported by All Teacher Respondents
Characteristic d f Tab T t value = or *
Creativity 47 2.012 0.1175 =
Resourcefulness 47 2.012 1.3172 =
Adaptability 47 2.012 0.7454 =
Tolerance 48 2.011 0.0007 =
Intelligence 47 2.012 1.9632 =
Versatility 48 2.011 -0.2262 =
Experience with children 47 2.012 -1.6379 =
Energy 47 2.012 0.8256 —
Dependability 48 2.011 -1.3281 =
Good grooming 47 2.012 -1.1745 =
Cooperation 48 2.011 0.0109 =
Note, d f= degrees o f freedom; Tab X =  tabular t.
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The administrators also agreed on the top five and the bottom six characteristics 
desired in paraeducators, although the order within those groups was a  little different.
The characteristics were: (a) dependability, (b) cooperative, (c) adaptability, (d) 
experience with children, (e) tolerance, (f) resourcefulness, (g) versatility, (h) energy, (0 
intelligence, (j) creativity, and (k) good grooming. The results for Iowa and Kansas 
administrators are summarized in Table 41. The combined results for all administrators 
are summarized in Table 42.
Iowa and Kansas teachers reported on their criteria for employment o f 
paraeducators. The teachers agreed on the top two criteria—interpersonal skills and 
attitudes toward students with disabilities. They also agreed on their bottom three criteria 
for employment: (a) completion o f  paraeducator training, (b) previous employment, and 
(c) level o f certification or permit. The complete data are summarized in Table 43 and 44.
Iowa and Kansas administrators reported on their criteria for employment o f 
paraeducators. Both groups ranked the criteria for employment almost identically. The 
ranking included: (a) attitudes toward students with disabilities, (b) interpersonal skills, (c) 
references, (d) tutoring skills; (e) education level, (0  health and physical strength, (g) 
previous employment, (h) experience with disabled individuals, (i) knowledge o f special 
education, 0  level o f  certification or permit, and (k) completion o f paraeducator training. 
A complete summary o f  the results is reported in Table 45 and 46. There is not a 
shortage o f paraeducators as reported by administrators in Iowa (80%) and Kansas (77%). 
If  there was a shortage, paraeducators were needed in the instructional and educational
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Table 41
Characteristics o f Paraeducators as Reported bv Iowa and Kansas Administrator
Respondents
Characteristic Sum n Mean n SD
Iowa Administrator Respondents
Creativity 404 7.4815 54 3.0514
Resourcefulness 290 5.3704 54 3.061
Adaptability 218 4.0370 54 2.6914
Tolerance 289 5.2545 55 2.7095
Intelligence 356 6.5926 54 2.8912
Versatility 299 5.4364 55 2.7873
Experience with children 238 4.4074 54 3.1052
Energy 353 6.4182 55 2.8395
Dependability 188 3.4182 55 2.3149
Good grooming 506 9.2000 55 2.9085
Cooperation 216 3.9273 55 2.8600
Kansas Administrator Respondents
Creativity 324 7.7143 42 3.3077
Resourcefulness 261 6.2143 42 3.0246
Adaptability 130 3.0233 43 2.1875
Tolerance 180 4.2857 42 2.4623
Intelligence 269 6.5610 41 2.8022
Versatility 269 6.2558 43 2.7088
Experience with children 243 5.7857 42 3.0567
(table continues)
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Characteristic Sum n Mean n SD
Kansas Administrator Respondents (continued)
Energy 267 6.3571 42 2.3355
Dependability 149 3.4651 43 2.6668
Good grooming 392 9.3333 42 2.0561
Cooperation 219 5.0930 43 3.0301
Note. The lower the mean score, the more desirable the characteristic, n =  number o f
respondents; SD =  standard deviation.
Table 42
Characteristics o f Paraeducators as Reported bv All Administrator Respondents
Characteristic d f Tab T t value = or *
Creativity 48 2.011 -0.3500 =
Reso urcefixlness 48 2.011 -1.3490 =
Adaptability 48 2.011 2.0460 *
Tolerance 48 2.011 1.8380 =
Intelligence 47 2.012 0.0537 =
Versatility 49 2.010 -1.4672 =
Experience with children 48 2.011 -2.1765 *
Energy 48 2.011 0.1162 =
Dependability 49 2.010 -0.0915 =
Good grooming 48 2.011 -0.2643 =
Cooperation 49 2.010 -1.9368 =
Note, df = degrees o f freedom; Tab X = tabular t.
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Table 43
Criteria for Paraeducator Employment as Reported bv Iowa and Kansas Teacher
Respondents
Criteria Sum n Mean n SD
Iowa Teacher Respondents
Completion o f paraeducator training 75 2.3438 32 0.8273
Experience with disabled individuals 62 1.9375 32 0.8007
Attitudes toward students with disabilities 40 1.2500 32 0.7620
Interpersonal skills 41 1.2424 33 0.6139
Knowledge in special education programs and 
disabilities 70 2.1875 32 0.6445
Previous employment 83 2.5152 33 0.7953
Health and physical strength 68 2.0606 33 0.8269
Educational level 69 2.0909 33 0.7650
Tutoring skills 68 2.0606 33 0.7475
References 60 1.8182 33 0.7269
Level o f certification or permit 85 2.7419 31 0.8152
Kansas Teacher Respondents
Completion o f paraeducator training 80 2.2857 35 0.8599
Experience with disabled individuals 81 2.1892 37 0.7760
Attitudes toward students with disabilities 45 1.2162 37 0.5838
Interpersonal skills 44 1.1892 37 0.5695
Knowledge in special education programs and 
disabilities 74 2.0000 37 0.5774
Previous employment 86 2.3243 37 0.6260
(table continues]
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Criteria Sumn Mean n SD
Kansas Teacher Respondents (continued)
Health and physical strength 68 1.8889 36 0.6223
Educational level 67 1.8611 36 0.7617
Tutoring skills 58 1.6111 36 0.5989
References 66 1.8333 36 0.7368
Level o f certification or permit 94 2.6857 35 0.7183
Note. The lower the mean score, the more desirable the characteristic, n =  number o f
respondents; SD = standard deviation.
area. Other areas mentioned with possible shortages included: (a) job coach, (b) 
preschool, (c) interpreter for deaf student, (d) occupational therapy, (e) physical therapy,
(f) speech and language, and (g) psychology.
Administrators determine placement on the pay scale during the employment 
process. The top determinant was longevity (77% in both Iowa and Kansas). In Iowa, 
the next ways included (a) skill level (23%), (b) prior training (23%), (c) continuing 
education (2%), and (d) inservice participation (0%). In Kansas, the next methods o f 
determining placement on the pay scale included: (a) prior training (44%), (b) continuing 
education (30%), (c) inservice participation (28%), and (d) skill level (16%). The 
complete results for Iowa and Kansas administrator respondents are summarized in Table 
47.
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Table 44
Criteria for Paraeducator Employment as Reported bv All Teacher Respondents
Criteria df T abT t value = or *
Completion o f paraeducator training 33 2.034 0.2818 =
Experience with disabled individuals 34 2.032 -1.3209 =
Attitudes toward students with disabilities 34 2.032 0.2044 =
Interpersonal skills 34 2.032 0.3744 =
Knowledge in special education programs 
and disabilities 34 2.032 1.2644 =
Previous employment 34 2.032 1.1066 =
Health and physical strength 34 2.032 0.9678 =
Educational level 34 2.032 1.2490 =
Tutoring skills 34 2.032 2.7415 *
References 34 2.032 -0.0856 =
Level o f certification or permit 32 2.037 0.2956 =
Note, d f = degrees o f freedom; Tab T = tabular t.
Beginning hourly wages for paraeducators employed in school districts as reported 
by administrators was between $5 to $7 the majority o f the time (Iowa 63%; Kansas 
81%). A lesser percentage received from $7 to $9 as their starting wage (Iowa 29%; 
Kansas 16%). In Iowa, one paraeducator started at less than $5.
The maximum hourly wage for paraeducators employed in school districts was a 
little more scattered. Forty-five percent in Iowa and 44% in Kansas received a  maximum 
salary in the $7 to $9 range. Twenty-three percent in Iowa and 28% in Kansas were in the
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Table 45
Criteria for Paraeducator Employment as Reported bv Iowa and Kansas Administrator
Respondents
Criteria Sumn Mean n SD
Iowa Administrator Respondents
Completion o f paraeducator training 142 2.5357 56 0.8304
Experience with disabled individuals 114 2.0357 56 0.7619
Attitudes toward students with disabilities 66 1.1786 56 0.3865
Interpersonal skills 63 1.125 56 0.3337
Knowledge in special education programs and 
disabilities 121 2.1607 56 0.5318
Previous employment 108 1.9286 56 0.5345
Health and physical strength 104 1.8571 56 0.4835
Educational level 99 1.7679 56 0.6028
Tutoring skills 94 1.6786 56 0.6062
References 80 1.4286 56 0.5675
Level o f certification or permit 139 2.4821 56 0.7383
Kansas Administrator Respondents
Completion o f paraeducator training 95 2.3171 41 0.9602
Experience with disabled individuals 94 2.1860 43 0.7639
Attitudes toward students with disabilities 60 1.3953 43 0.9034
Interpersonal skills 61 1.4524 42 0.9160
Knowledge in special education programs and 
disabilities 104 2.4186 43 0.7314
Previous employment 98 2.2791 43 0.6296
(table continues]
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Criteria Sum n Mean n SD
Kansas Administrator Respondents (continued)
Health and physical strength 88 2.0952 42 0.7905
Educational level 87 2.0233 43 0.7067
Tutoring skills 87 2.0233 43 0.7712
References 78 1.8140 43 0.8523
Level o f certification or permit 104 2.6000 40 0.7089
Note. The lower the mean score, the more desirable the characteristic. N =  number o f
respondents; SD = standard deviation.
$9 to $11 range. Salaries were reported to be over $13 for 4% o f Iowa and 12% o f 
Kansas paraeducators. Both beginning and maximum hourly wage information are 
reported in Table 48.
The paraeducators in the research study reported their present salary. About 50% 
reported the range between $7 and $9 (Iowa 42%; Kansas 50%). The next largest 
percentage was in the $5 to $7 range (Iowa 44%; Kansas 35%). Around 10% o f 
paraeducators in each o f Iowa and Kansas reported present salaries in the $9 to $11 range. 
Beginning and maximum hourly wage information are summarized in Table 49.
The two most common benefits besides hourly wages that paraeducators received 
were sick leave days and personal days as reported by both paraeducators and 
administrators. Other benefits received included: (a) health insurance, (b) opportunity to 
buy into insurance, (c) professional/business leave days, and (d) life insurance. The 
complete data are summarized in Table 50. Iowa and Kansas paraeducators and
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Table 46
Criteria for Paraeducator Employment as Reported bv All Administrator Respondents
Criteria d f T abT t  value = o r *
Completion o f paraeducator training 49 2.01 0.1718 =
Experience with disabled individuals 49 2.01 -0.9715 =
Attitudes toward students with disabilities 49 2.01 -1.4728 =
Interpersonal skills 49 2.01 -2.2090 *
Knowledge in special education programs and 
disabilities 49 2.01 -1.9501 =
Previous employment 49 2.01 -2.929 *
Health and physical strength 49 2.01 -1.725 =
Educational level 49 2.01 -1.8982 =
Tutoring skills 49 2.01 -2.4138 *
References 49 2.01 -2.5640 *
Level o f certification or permit 48 2.01 -0.7896 =
Note, d f = degrees o f freedom; Tab T = tabular t.
administrators were close in their reports about benefits paraeducators received in the 
school districts with the exception o f the area o f professional/business leave days. In both 
states, paraeducators reported this benefit about one half as often as the administrators 
did. Iowa paraeducators reported the provision o f professional/business leave days at 
37%, while 75% o f the Iowa administrators reported this benefit was available for
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Table 47
Pay Scale D eterm inant for Paraeducators as Reported hv Administrator Respondents
Pay Scale Determinant n l % I nK % K z* = or *
Skill level 13 23.21% 7 16.28% 0.85 =
In-service participation 0 0.00% 12 27.91% -4.22 *
Continuing education I 1.79% 13 30.23% -4.03 *
Prior training 13 23.21% 19 44.19% -2.21 *
Longevity 43 76.79% 33 76.74% 0.01 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p  = .05 level.
Table 48
Hourly Wages o f Paraeducators as Reported bv Paraeducator Respondents
Hourly Wage n I % I nK % K z* = or *
Less than $5.00 1 1.69% 0 0.00% 0.89 =
$5.01 - $7.00 26 44.07% 16 34.78% 0.96 =
$7.01 - $9.00 25 42.37% 23 50.00% -0.78 =
$9.01 -$11.00 5 8.47% 6 13.04% -0.76 =
$11.01 -$13.00 1 1.69% I 2.17% -0.18 =
Over $13.01 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, = .05 level.
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Table 49
Beginning and Maximum Hourly Wage o f Paraeducators as Reported hv Administrator
Respondents
Hourly Wage III % I nK % K z* = o r *
Beginning Hourly Wage
Less than $5.00 I 1.79% 0 0.00% 0.88 =
$5.01 - $7.00 35 62.50% 35 81.40% -2.05 *
$7.01 - $9.00 16 28.57% 7 16.28% 1.44 =
$9.01 -$11.00 2 3.57% 0 0.00% 1.25 =
$11.01 -$13.00 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
Over $13.01 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
Maximum Hourly Wage
Less than $5.00 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
$5.01 - $7.00 6 10.71% 2 4.65% 1.10 =
$7.01 - $9.00 25 44.64% 19 44.19% 0.04 =
$9.01 -$11.00 13 23.21% 12 27.91% -0.53 =
$11.01 -$13.00 7 12.50% 3 6.98% 0.90 =
Over $13.01 2 3.57% 5 11.635 -0.55 =
Note, n I =  frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, j> = .05 level.
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Table 50
Benefits Received bv Paraeducators as Reported bv Paraeducator and Administrator
Respondents
Benefit f it % I n K % K z* = or *
Sick leave days
Paraeducator Respondents 
57 96.61% 46 100.00% -1.26 _
Professional/business 
leave days 22 37.29% 18 39.13% -0.19 =
Health insurance 34 57.63% 11 23.91% 3.46 *
Life insurance 18 30.51% 7 15.22% 1.83 ~
Opportunity to buy into 
insurance 24 40.68% 33 71.74% -3.17 *
Personal days 53 89.83% 40 86.96% 0.46 =
Sick leave days
Administrator Respondents 
55 98.21% 38 88.37% 2.03 *
Professional/business 
leave days 42 75.00% 29 67.44% 0.83 =
Health insurance 31 55.36% 16 37.21% 1.79 =
Life insurance 20 35.71% 7 16.28% 2.15 *
Opportunity to buy into 
insurance 27 48.21% 28 65.12% -1.68 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, j> =  .05 leveL
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paraeducators. Similarly, 39% o f the Kansas paraeducators reported the benefit o f  
professional/business leave days, while 67% o f Kansas administrators reported this benefit 
was available to paraeducators.
About 85% o f  the paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas reported that they planned to 
stay in then current position the next year. The three main reasons for leaving included:
(a) poor salary, (b) no opportunity for advancement, and (c) poor benefits. The reasons 
given for leaving are summarized in Table 51.
The majority o f  teachers in the research study in Iowa (74%) and Kansas (53%) 
work with one or two paraeducators under then supervision. Around 21% o f the teachers 
in Iowa and 36% o f the teachers in Kansas have three to four paraeducators under their 
supervision. Six percent o f the teachers in Iowa and 9% in Kansas have five or more 
paraeducators under their supervision during the school day. The majority o f the teachers 
reported further that they are “sometimes” with paraeducators during student contact 
time. About 70% - 90% o f paraeducators and teachers in Iowa and 55% o f paraeducators 
and teachers in Kansas reported that they do not have a scheduled planning time together 
without students. In Kansas, when this time is allotted, it is usually one to two hours with 
salary compensation for the paraeducator. Scheduled time results are summarized in 
Table 52.
Paraeducators in Iowa are usually given directions for the work they do by the 
special education teacher (83%) and building principals (51%). In Kansas, paraeducators 
received directions from special education teachers (98%) and regular education teachers
(59%).
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Table 51
Reasons for I .eaviny Current Positron as Reported bv All Paraeducator Respondents
n I % I n K % K z* = or *
Planning to Stay in Current Position
Yes 50 84.75% 39 84.78% 0.00 =
No 7 11.86% 8 17.39% -0.80 -=
Reasons for Leaving Current Position
Poor salary 4 6.78% 5 10.87% -0.74 =
Poor benefits 1 1.69% 3 6.52% -1.28 =
No opportunity for advancement 3 5.08% 3 6.52% -0.32 —
Family relocation 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - =
Job was not as expected 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - =
Student is graduating/moving 2 3.39% 0 0.00% 1.26 =
No support from administration 2 3.39% 0 0.00% 1.26 =
Little respect 2 3.39% 0 0.00% 1.26 =
No challenge 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - =
Retirement 0 0.00% I 2.17% -1.14 =
Full-time college student 0 0.00% 1 2.17% -1.14 =
Getting a teaching position 0 0.00% I 2.17% -1.14 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; %  I = percentage in Iowa;
% K -  percentage in Kansas. *z, p  = .05 level.
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Table 52
Scheduled Time with the Teacher as Reported bv Paraeducator and Teacher Respondents
Availability o f Scheduled Time n I % I n K % K z* = or *
Paraeducator Respondents
No scheduled tune is available 53 89.83% 26 56.52% 3.92 *
Scheduled time is available 
without salary compensation
I 1.69% I 2.17% -0.18 =
1 -2  hours per week 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
3 - 4  hours per week 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
5 hours or more per week 0 0.00% 1 2.17% -1.14 =
Scheduled time is available with 
salary compensation
5 8.47% 19 41.03% -3.98 *
1 - 2 hours per week 3 5.08% 18 39.13% -4.33 *
3 -4  hours per week 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
5 hours or more per week 2 3.39% 0 0.00% 1.26 =
Teacher Respondents
No scheduled time is available 38 71.70% 26 55.32% 1.70 =
Scheduled time is available 
without salary compensation
4 7.55% 6 12.77% -0.87 =
I - 2 hours per week 4 7.55% 4 8.51% -0.18 =
3 -4  hours per week 0 0.00% I 2.13% -1.07 =
5 hours or more per week 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
(table continues)
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Availability o f  Scheduled Tune n I % I n K % K z* = o r  *
Teacher Respondents (continued)
Scheduled time is available with 
salary compensation
10 18.87 15 31.91 -1.50
1 -2  hours per week 6 11.32 12 25.53 -1.85
3 - 4  hours per week 2 3.77 2 4.26 -0.12
5 hours o r more per week I 1.89 0 0.00 0.95
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p  = .05 leveL
Concerning the supervision o f  paraeducators, administrators reported who should 
establish the guidelines for training for those paraeducators. Over 80% o f administrators 
in both Iowa and Kansas felt the LEA should set up those guidelines. About 18% felt 
the state Department o f  Education should establish guidelines for training paraeducators, 
and no respondent in either Iowa nor Kansas felt the state legislature should set up these 
guidelines. The complete results are summarized in Table 53.
Less than one third o f the teachers in Iowa and Kansas and more than one half o f the 
administrators in Iowa and Kansas help determine what training should be offered to 
paraeducators. This involvement was usually through providing input about staff 
developmental needs. Administrators were more likely to be involved in staff 
development committees to determine what is offered or on building and district-wide 
committees established to determine district policies. This data are summarized in Table 
54.
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Table 53
Respondents
Responsible Party n l % I n K % K z* = o r *■
State legislature 0 0.00% 0 0.00% -
State Department o f Education 10 17.86% 8 18.60% -0.09
Local education agency (LEA) 46 82.14% 38 88.37% -0.86
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K =  frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, £  = .05 level.
Iowa paraeducators reported that 68% o f the time they were formally evaluated 
for the work that they do. If  an evaluation was done, about one half o f the time it was 
done by the building principal and one third o f the time it was done by the special 
education teacher. Iowa teachers are only involved in the formal evaluation o f 
paraeducator work 26% o f the time. They reported that no evaluations were conducted 
one fourth o f the time. When the evaluations were conducted it was the building principal 
that did them. The teachers usually had no input into the formal evaluation done by the 
building principal. The data for paraeducators are summarized in Table 55 and the data 
for teachers are summarized in Table 56.
Iowa administrators reported that they were involved in formal evaluation o f 
paraeducators 79% o f the time. I f  they were not involved it is because no evaluations
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Table 54
Determining Training for Paraeducators as Reported bv Teacher and Administrator
Respondents
Response Concerning Involvement n I % I n K % K z* = or *
Teacher Respondents 
Do not help determine training for
paras 40 75.47% 32 68.09% 0.82
Should not help determine training
for paras 7 13.21% 3 6.38% 1.14
Should help determine training for
paras 24 45.28% 15 31.91% 1.37
Am involved in determining
training for paras 11 20.75% 14 29.79% -1.04 =
Member o f staff
development committee 2 3.77% I 2.13% 0.48 =
Member o f building wide 
committee to determine
policy 2 3.77% 0 0.00% 1.34
Member o f district wide 
committee to determine
policy 2 3.77% 0 0.00% 1.34
Provide input about staff
development 11 20.75% 14 29.79% -1.04 =
Do not help determine training for
paras
Administrator Respondents
12 21.43% 20 46.51% -2.64
Should not help determine training
for paras 1 1.79% 6 13.95% -2.34
(table continues)
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Response Concerning Involvement n I % I n K % K z* = or *
Administrator Respondents (continued)
Should help determine training for 
paras
8 14.29% 7 16.28% -0.27 =
Am involved in determining 
training for paras
42 75.00% 23 53.49% 2.23 *
Member o f staff 
development committee
21 50.00% 11 25.58% 2.46
Member o f building wide 
committee to determine 
policy
18 42.86% 11 25.58% 1.78
Member o f district wide 
committee to determine
policy
18 42.86% 12 27.91% 1.53
Provide input about staff 
development
36 85.71% 19 44.19% 4.38
Note, a  I = frequency in Iowa; n K =  frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, £  =  .05 leveL
were done or the evaluation was conducted by the regular education teacher. 
Administrators do have a  moderate to large amount o f input if  they are not directly 
involved in the evaluation process. The result o f the evaluation as reported by 
paraeducators, teachers, and administrators was feedback for improvement o f the 
paraeducator. Table 57 summarizes the complete results.
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Three main instruments were used to evaluate paraeducators in both Iowa and 
Kansas as reported by the administrators. These instruments included (a) observation by 
the supervising teacher, (b) standard evaluation forms, and (c) self-evaluation. Rarely to
Table 55
Evaluation Procedures as Reported bv All Paraeducator Respondents
Response n I % I n K % K z* = or *
Not formally evaluated 18 30.51% I 2.17% 3.74 *
Formally evaluated 40 67.80% 45 97.83% -3.89 *
By regular education 
teacher
4 6.78% 9 19.57% -1.97 *
By vocational 
education teacher
1 1.69% 0 0.00% 0.89 =
By special education 
teacher
18 30.51% 44 95.65% -6.73 *
By director o f special 
education
4 6.78% 6 13.04% -1.08 =
By building principal
Results o f evaluation
31 52.54% 13 28.26% 2.50 *
Difference in pay 1 1.69% 4 8.70% -1.67 =
Guidance for career 
development
7 11.86% 7 15.22% -0.50 =
Feedback for 
improvement
33 55.93% 34 73.91% -1.90
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K  = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, j> =  .05 level.
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Table 56
Evaluation Procedures as Reported bv All Teacher Respondents
Response n I % I n K % K z* = or *■
Not responsible for formal 
evaluation o f para 39 73.58% 6 12.77% 6.10
i t
Who Evaluates Paraeducator
No evaluations are done 13 24.53% 0 0.00% 3.64 i t
Evaluations are done by regular 
education teacher 0 0.00% 0 0.00% _ _
Evaluations are done by 
vocational education teacher 0 0.00% 0 0.00% .
Evaluations are done by special 
education teacher 3 5.66% 3 6.38% -0.52 =
Evaluations are done by director
o f special education 1 1.89% 0 0.00% 0.95 =
Evaluations are done by building 
principal 18 33.96% 2 4.26% 3.71 i t
Amount o f  Teacher Input into Evaluation
Large amount o f input 2 3.77% 0 0.00% 1.34 =
Moderate amount o f input 3 5.66% 2 4.26% 0.32 —
Little amount o f input 2 3.77% 2 4.26% -0.12 =
No input 17 32.08% 0 0.00% 4.26 *
Results o f Evaluation
Difference in pay received 1 1.89% I 2.13% -0.09 =
Guidance for career development 2 3.77% 3 6.38% -0.60 =
Feedback for improvement 14 26.42% 43 91.49% -6.56 *
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, j> =  .05 level.
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Table 57
Evaluation Procedures as Reported bv All Administrator Respondents
Response n l %I n K % K z * = or *■
Not responsible for formal 
evaluation o f para 12 21.43% 27 62.79% -4.17 5fc
Who Evaluates Paraeducator
No evaluations are done 6 10.71% 0 0.00% 2.21 *
Evaluations are done by regular 
education teacher 5 8.93% 11 25.58% -2.23 . *
Evaluations are done by 
vocational education teacher 0 0.00% 1 2.33% -1.15 =
Evaluations are done by special 
education teacher 2 3.57% 19 44.19% -4.90 *
Evaluations are done by director
o f special education 1 1.79% 8 18.60% -2.88 *
Evaluations are done by building 
principal 0 0.00% 2 4.65% -1.63 =
Amount o f Teacher Input into Evaluation
Large amount o f input 2 3.57% 8 18.60% -2.46
Moderate amount o f input 2 3.57% 6 13.95% -1.88 —
Little amount o f  input 0 0.00% 5 11.63% -2.62
No input 0 0.00% 3 6.98% -2.01 * ■
Results o f Evaluation
Difference in pay received I 1.79% 7 16.28% -2.62 *■
Guidance for career development 10 17.86% 6 13.95% 0.52 —
Feedback for improvement 42 75.00% 19 44.19% 3.12 *
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K =  percentage in Kansas. *z,Q=  .05 level.
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never used were the following instruments: (a) student attainment o f goals, (b) tune logs 
o f paraeducator activities, (c) student evaluations, and (d) parent evaluations. The 
complete results are summarized in Table 58.
Table 58
Evaluation Instrument as Reported bv All Administrator Respondents
Evaluation Instrument n 1 % I n K % K z* = or *
Student attainment o f 
goals 4 7.14% 3 6.98% 0.03 =
Standard evaluation forms 29 51.79% 14 32.56% 1.91 =
Self-evaluation 10 17.86% 10 23.26% -0.66 =
Student evaluations 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
Observations by 
supervisor 32 57.14% 16 37.21% 1.97 *
Time logs o f para 
activities I 1.79% 2 4.65% -0.82 —
Parent evaluations 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
Not formally evaluated I 1.79% 0 0.00% 0.88 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I =  percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p  = .05 level.
Over 85% o f Iowa and Kansas teachers and administrators reported that their 
college pre-service training did not include units o f study on training, utilizing, and 
evaluating paraeducators. Over 80% o f Iowa and Kansas teachers and administrators
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were not provided inservice on training, utilizing, and evaluating paraeducators by then* 
school districts.
Research Question 4
What are the similarities and differences, if any, in the area o f employment, 
supervision, and evaluation o f  paraeducators as seen by paraeducators in states that 
require special education paraeducators to be certified and those which do not require 
certification?
Analysis. Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas were asked about their experiences 
with three areas o f  building and school district policies and procedures: (a) employment,
(b) supervision, and (c) evaluation. In the category o f employment, areas covered 
included (a) job titles, (b) written job descriptions, (c) hourly wages and benefits, and (d) 
whether they planned to stay in their current position and if  not, why. In supervision, 
areas covered included scheduled planning time with the teacher(s) and who gives 
directions for their work. Evaluation included whether or not the paraeducator was 
evaluated, by whom, and the result o f the evaluation. For this data, frequency and 
percentages were calculated and reported. These percentages then were converted to z 
scores using the formula from Chapter III.
Results. Paraeducators in both Iowa and Kansas had a  job title. In Iowa, the title 
usually was educational associate, educational aide, or teaching assistant. Within Kansas,
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parapro fessio nal or paraeducator was the title used. The Kansas law m andates  the term 
paraprofessional for use with the special education paraeducators.
Written job descriptions were reported by paraeducators in both Iowa and Kansas. 
Written job descriptions were used in Kansas more than in Iowa at a statistically different 
level. Within the description o f what the paraeducator was to do was statistically different 
with Kansas paraeducators reporting this description almost one third o f the time. With 
what is missing in the description, ranging from expectations about learners, amount o f 
unsupervised work the paraeducator does, relationship with licensed staff, and specific 
work assignments and duties, there was little difference reported. These results are 
summarized in Table 38.
Hourly wages were reported by paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas. The range was 
from less than $5 to a maximum o f $13 per hour. The majority o f the paraeducators were 
in the range o f $5 to $9 per hour. There was little difference between the two states.
Paraeducators reported on the benefits they received in addition to an hourly wage. 
Benefits included: (a) sick leave days, (b) professional/business leave days, (c) health 
insurance, (d) life insurance, (e) opportunity to buy into insurance, and (f) personal days.
A statistical difference existed in the area o f health insurance. Iowa paraeducators were 
more likely to be given health insurance as a benefit (Iowa at 58% as compared to Kansas 
at 24%). Kansas paraeducators were more likely to be given the opportunity to buy into 
health insurance (Iowa at 41% as compared to Kansas at 72%). All other areas were 
about the same.
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Paraeducators in both Iowa and Kansas were the same in their desire to  stay in 
their current position the following year. Various reasons for leaving the position were 
given including: (a) poor salary, (b) poor benefits, (c) no opportunity for advancement, (d) 
family relocation, (e) job was not what was expected, (0  student was graduating/moving,
(g) no support from administration, (h) little respect, (0 no challenge, (j) retirement, (k) 
full-time college student, and (I) getting a  teaching position. Paraeducators in both states 
were comparable in then reasons for leaving the position.
In the area o f supervision, the question was asked o f paraeducators if they had 
scheduled planning time with then licensed staff and, if so, was this time compensated or 
not. There was a statistical difference in the reported answer between paraeducators in 
Iowa and Kansas. Iowa paraeducators were much more likely to not have this scheduled 
time. This same difference was evident with the salary compensation for the scheduled 
time with Kansas paraeducators being provided in 41% o f the school districts as compared 
to 8% o f Iowa school districts. Table 52 summarized this data.
Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas receive directions from a variety o f people as to 
the work they are to do. The direction givers included: (a) regular education teachers, (b) 
vocational education teachers, (c) special education teachers, (d) director o f special 
education, and (e) building principals. Iowa paraeducators were given directions from 
building principals at a  statistically different level. Kansas paraeducators were more likely 
to receive their directions from regular education teachers, special education teachers, or 
the director o f special education.
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Paraeducators reported as to whether o r not they were formally evaluated for their 
work. Kansas paraeducators were evaluated 98% o f the time as compared to Iowa 
paraeducators at 68%. This was statistically different. This evaluation was completed by 
the regular education teacher, special education teacher, vocational education teacher, 
director o f  special education, and/or the building principal. Iow a paraeducators were 
evaluated more by the building principal, at a  statistically different level. Kansas 
paraeducators were more likely to be evaluated by the regular education teacher or the 
special education teacher. Table 55 summarizes this data. Results o f evaluation did not 
differ between paraeducators in Iow a and Kansas in the areas o f  differences in pay 
received, guidance for career development, and feedback for improvement.
Research Question 5
What are the similarities and differences, if any, in the area o f employment, 
supervision, and evaluation o f paraeducators by supervising teachers in states that require 
special education paraeducators to be certified and those which, do not require 
certification?
Analysis. Teachers in Iowa and Kansas were asked about their experiences with 
three areas o f building and school district policies and procedures: (a) employment, (b) 
supervision, and (c) evaluation. In the category o f employment, areas covered included: 
(a) credentials held by the paraeducator, (b) minimum qualifications required for the job,
(c) job titles, (d) written job descriptions, (e) characteristics o f  paraeducators, and (f)
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criteria for selection o f  individuals for employment. In supervision, areas covered 
included: (a) involvement on staff development committees to determine training areas, (b) 
number o f paraeducators the teacher supervised, (c) how direct the contact with the 
paraeducator, and (d) scheduled planning time with the paraeducator. Evaluation included
(a) formal evaluation procedures; (b) who evaluated paraeducators; (c) the result o f the 
evaluation; (d) college pre-service training; and (e) district instruction on training, 
utilizing, and evaluating paraeducators. For this data, frequency and percentages were 
calculated and reported. These percentages were converted to z scores using the formula 
described in Chapter III. For characteristics o f paraeducators and criteria for employment, 
a mean score was derived using the formula for t scores described in Chapter HI.
Results. Teachers in both Iowa and Kansas were asked to report the credentials 
held by the paraeducators and whether they were required for the position or not. It was 
reported that paraeducators were (a) certified as paraeducators at Level 1 ,2, and 3; (b) 
licensed in regular education; and (c) licensed in special education. Kansas paraeducators 
were different from Iowa paraeducators, as reported by the teachers, in that they held 
certification in paraeducation at all three levels. There was no difference in the licenses in 
regular and special education. Table 35 summarized this data.
Minimum qualifications required in order for a paraeducator to be hired were 
reported by the teachers. Qualifications ranged from none to high school diploma or GED 
certification, license in an educational field, first aid skills, and/or work-related job 
experience. There was not a  difference between the teachers’ report in Iowa and Kansas. 
Table 36 summarized this data.
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Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas have job titles from paraeducator, 
paraprofessional, educational associate, educational aide, and teaching assistant. As was 
the case with the paraeducators’ report, Kansas people held the title o f  paraprofessional as 
mandated in Kansas law. Iowa paraeducators were more likely to carry the title o f 
educational associate, educational aide, and teaching assistant.
Teachers in Kansas noted that a  written job description was more likely to happen 
in their state. When a  written job description was available, it was much 
more likely to describe the paraeducator’s duties in Kansas, as noted by the teachers. The 
teachers in both states reported the things missing from the job description were: (a) 
expectations o f learners, (b) amount o f  unsupervised work the paraeducator does, (c) the 
relationship with licensed stafi£ and (d) specific work assignments/duties. The only area 
that was different was the area o f “I do not know what is missing” which was the response 
more often in Iowa than in Kansas.
Characteristics o f  paraeducators were rated by teachers in Iowa and Kansas. The 
ratings were as reported in Table 59. The listings match with the exception o f numbers 5 
and 8 dealing with the characteristics o f  intelligence and experience with children. The 
areas o f adaptability and experience with children were statistically different.
Teachers in Kansas were more involved with the selection o f  individuals as 
paraeducators. The criteria for employment that teachers used was equal in 
all areas except in tutoring skills. Table 43 and 44 summarize the criteria data for 
teachers.
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The majority o f teachers in Iowa and Kansas were not involved in determining the 
training needed for paraeducators (Iowa 75%; Kansas 68%). The teachers in both states 
felt they should be (Iowa 45%; Kansas 32%). With the teachers that were involved* the 
majority provided input about staff development (Iowa 21%; Kansas 30%). These figures 
were not statistically different.
Table 59
Characteristics o f  Paraeducators as Rated bv Iowa and Kansas Tear her Respondents
Rating Iowa Kansas
1 Adaptability Adaptability
2 Dependability Dependability
3 Cooperation Cooperation
4 Tolerance Tolerance
5 Experience with children Intelligence
6 Resourcefulness Reso urcefulness
7 Versatility Versatility
8 Intelligence Experience with children
9 Energy Energy
10 Creativity Creativity
11 Good Grooming Good Grooming
Teachers noted the number o f paraeducators they supervised. The numbers were 
from one to more than five. Iowa teachers supervised one to two paraeducators much 
more often than did teachers in Kansas. This number was statistically different.
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The paraeducator numbers in the “three to four” and “five o r more” were not different. 
The teachers’ direct contact with the paraeducator during student contact time was 
“sometimes” for both Iowa and Kansas responses.
Neither teachers in Iowa nor Kansas reported a scheduled planning time with 
paraeducators during the school day (Iowa 72%; Kansas 55%). When this did happen, it 
was usually between one to two hours a week with compensation for the paraeducator. 
These figures were not different.
Teachers in Iowa and Kansas do evaluate the paraeducators they work with but 
the Kansas teachers were more likely to do this (Iowa 26%; Kansas 87%). Iowa teachers 
reported 25% o f the time that no evaluation was done, while in Kansas none o f the 
teachers reported this situation. Iowa and Kansas principals were reported to be the main 
source o f evaluations. When teachers were not involved in the formal evaluation, they had 
a large amount o f input to none at all. Iowa teachers indicate the “none” at a  statistically 
different level. The results o f the evaluation for the paraeducators are a difference 
in pay received, guidance in career development, and feedback for improvement. The area 
o f feedback for improvement was reported by a much larger amount o f Kansas teacher 
(Iowa 26%; Kansas 91%).
Training for teachers which included units of study on training, utilizing, and 
evaluating paraeducators was not included in the pre-service work o f  teachers in either 
Iowa nor Kansas. Kansas teachers did receive training in the area o f working with 
paraeducators from their districts at a  higher reported level than did Iowa teachers.
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Research Question 6
What are the similarities and differences, if any, in the area o f employment, 
supervision, and evaluation o f paraeducators by administrators in states that require 
special education paraeducators to be certified and those which do not require
certification?
Analysis. Administrators in Iowa and Kansas were asked about then experiences 
with three areas o f building and school district policies and procedures: (a) employment,
(b) supervision, and (c) evaluation. In the category o f employment, areas covered 
included (a) credentials held by the paraeducators, (b) minimum qualifications required for 
the job, (c) job titles, (d) written job descriptions, (e) characteristics o f paraeducators, and 
(f) criteria for selection o f individuals for employment. In supervision, areas covered 
included: (a) involvement on staff development committees to determine training areas, (b) 
number o f paraeducators the teacher supervised, (c) how direct the contact with the 
paraeducator, and (d) scheduled planning time with the paraeducator. Evaluation 
included: (a) formal evaluation procedures, (b) who evaluated paraeducators, (c) the result 
o f the evaluation, (d) college pre-service training, and (e) district instruction on training, 
utilizing, and evaluating paraeducators. For this data, frequency and percentages were 
calculated and reported. These percentages were converted to  z scores using the formula 
described in Chapter HI. For characteristics o f paraeducators and criteria for employment, 
a mean score and t-score were derived using the formula described in Chapter III.
Results. Credentials held by the paraeducators under the administrator’s 
supervision and whether they were required for the position o r not were reported by the
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administrators. The range dealt with certification as a  paraeducator at Level 1,2, and 3, 
and a  license to teach regular and special education. Statistically different levels were 
noted in the number o f people certified as paraeducators, with a  larger amount in Kansas. 
This would be logical as paraeducators working with students with special needs in 
Kansas must carry a certification as a  paraeducator. In Iowa, there were more 
paraeducators reported to have their license in regular education. Although a difference 
between Iowa and Kansas, there is a  concern by this researcher in the number o f 
administrators who reported Level I certification by paraeducators in Iowa (see Table 35). 
At this time, that certification does not exist in Iowa.
Paraeducators do have job titles in most school districts in this study. The title of 
educational associate, educational aide, and teaching assistant are terms used in Iowa, as is 
paraprofessional in Kansas. This finding parallels the reports from paraeducators and 
teachers in the study.
Written job descriptions exist in both Iowa and Kansas as reported by the 
administrators. This job description does describe what the paraeducator is expected to 
do in less than one half the school districts in Iowa and Kansas (Iowa 41%; Kansas 35%). 
Missing components were identified as: (a) expectations about learners, (b) amount o f 
unsupervised work the paraeducator does, (c) relationship with licensed staff, and (d) 
specific work assignments or duties. Iowa and Kansas administrators agreed on the 
components o f the written job description that were missing.
Administrators determine placement on the pay scale in a variety o f ways. These 
ways included: (a) skill level, (b) inservice participation, (c) continuing education, (d) prior
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training, and (e) longevity. Statistical differences existed between administrators in Iowa 
and Kansas with paraeducators in Kansas being placed on the pay scale according to prior 
training, continuing education, and inservice participation. Skill level and longevity were 
about equal between the two states. Table 47 summarizes this data.
Administrators in Iowa and Kansas do not report a  shortage o f  paraeducators in 
their school districts. I f  a  shortage existed, it was in the area o f  instruction.
Administrative structures involved in the recruitment, selection, and employment 
o f paraeducators do exist in many school districts in this research. A comparison between 
the two states yielded the results reported in Table 60. Differences existed in the areas o f 
paraeducator handbook and training needs assessment, both o f  which were more available 
in Kansas.
While administrators agreed on the ranking o f criteria for employment for 
paraeducators, there were some areas that were statistically different. These areas 
included: (a) interpersonal skills, (b) previous employment, (c) tutoring skills, and (d) 
references. Tables 43-46 summarizes the criteria information.
Characteristics o f paraeducators were judged by the administrators in this research 
study. The results ranked the top five and the bottom six characteristics together as 
reported in Table 61.
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Table 60
A Comparison o f Administrative Employment Structures as Reported by Iowa and Kansas
Administrator Respondents
Employment Structure Iowa Kansas
Evaluation process 75% 70%
Contract 71% 63%
Salary schedule 64% 72%
Affirmative action policy 61% 51%
Written job description 54% 40%
Competencies for employment in specific programs 28% 19%
Paraeducator handbook 14% 51%
Training needs assessment 11% 28%
Career ladder 9% 7%
The minimum beginning hourly wage for paraeducators employed in the school 
districts in Iowa and Kansas ranged from less than $5 to $9. Although paraeducators 
generally started in the $5 to $7 range (Iowa 63%; Kansas 81%), this was a difference 
between the two states. This difference did not exist between the other wage ranges. The 
maximum hourly wages for paraeducators ranged from $5 to over $13 with little 
difference between the number o f paraeducators in each state receiving the different 
wages.
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Table 61
Characteristics o f Paraeducators as Ranked by Iowa and Kansas Administrator
Respondents
Characteristic Ranking by Iowa Ranking by Kansas
Dependability 1 2
Cooperative 2 4
Adaptability 3 I
Experience with children 4 5
Tolerance 5 3
Resourcefulness 6 6
Versatility 7 8
Energy 8 7
Intelligence 9 9
Creativity 10 10
Good grooming 11 11
Benefits given to paraeducators employed in the school districts in this study 
included: (a) sick leave days, (b) professional and business leave days, (c) health insurance, 
(d) life insurance, and (e) opportunity to buy into health and/or life insurance. A statistical 
difference was reported by administrators, with Iowa paraeducators receiving the benefits 
o f sick leave days and life insurance more than their counterparts in Kansas.
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Administrators in both Iowa and Kansas agreed that the agency who should 
establish guidelines for training should be the LEA (Iowa 82%; Kansas 88%). A larger 
amount o f administrators in Iowa than in Kansas helped determine what training was 
offered to paraeducators (Iowa 75%; Kansas 53%). The Iowa administrator was much 
more likely to provide input about staff development or be on the staff development 
committee to determine what was offered.
College preservice training did not include units o f study on training, utilizing, and 
evaluating paraeducators for administrators in either Iowa nor Kansas. The school 
districts likewise provided little inservice on paraeducators for the administrators.
Administrators in Kansas were not as involved in formal evaluations of 
paraeducators as the administrators in Iowa (Iowa 21%; Kansas 63%). However, in Iowa 
administrators reported that in 11% o f the school districts no formal evaluations were 
conducted on paraeducators, which is higher than reported in Kansas. In Kansas, if the 
administrator was not involved, the supervising regular education teacher, special 
education teacher, or director o f special education conducted the formal evaluation at a 
higher level than in Iowa. Administrators reported having horn no impact to a large 
amount o f impact if they did not conduct the evaluation. In Kansas, more reported 
various levels o f input into the formal evaluation that someone else conducted.
The results o f the formal evaluation for paraeducators were difference in pay 
received (either an increase or a decrease), guidance for career development, and feedback 
for improvement in work performance. In Iowa, a larger amount o f paraeducators
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received feedback for improvement. In Kansas, a  larger amount received a  difference in 
the hourly pay wage. Table 58 summarizes this data.
For evaluating the performance o f  paraeducators, administrators m Iowa and 
Kansas used a  variety o f processes. These included: (a) observations by supervisor, (b) 
standard evaluation forms, (c) se lf evaluations, (d) student attainment o f goals, (e) tone 
logs o f paraeducator’s activities, and (f) student and parent evaluations. The only 
difference existed in the area o f  observations by supervisor which happened more often in 
Iowa.
Further Background Information
Paraeducators, supervising teachers, and administrators were asked how much 
they liked being a paraeducator, working with a  paraeducator, and supervising a 
paraeducator. Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas agreed that they enjoyed their job 
extremely (Iowa 85%; Kansas 80%). The remaining paraeducators reported they 
moderately enjoyed theft job and only one person from Iowa reported liking the job very 
little.
Teachers also reported they extremely to moderately enjoyed working with 
paraeducators. In Iowa, 74% as compared to 91% in Kansas reported “extremely,” which 
was a larger number in Kansas. The majority o f  administrators in Iowa and Kansas 
reported they only moderately liked that part o f  theft job (Iowa 79%; Kansas 53%).
Tables 62-64 summarize this data.
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Table 62
Eniovment o f  being a  Paraeducator as Reported bv All Paraeducator Respondents
Amount o f  Enjoyment n l % I n K % K z* = o r *
Extremely 50 84.75% 37 80.43% 0.58
Moderately 8 13.56% 7 15.22% -0.24
Very little 1 1.69% 0 0.00% 0.89
Not at all 0 0.00% 0 0.00% -
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; nK =frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, j> = .05 level.
Table 63
Eniovment o f  Working with Paraeducators as Reported bv All Teacher Respondents
Amount o f  Enjoyment n l % I n K % K z* = or *
Extremely 39 73.58% 43 91.49% -2.33 *
Moderately 13 24.53% 4 8.51% 2.13 *
Very little 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
Not at all 0 0.00% 0 0.00% - -
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K = frequency in Kansas; % I = percentage in Iowa; 
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, j> = .05 level.
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Table 64
Eniovment o f  Supervising Paraeducators as Reported bv All Administrator Respondents
n l % I nK % K z* = or
Extremely 7 12.50% 12 27.91% -1.93 =
Moderately 44 78.57% 23 53.49% 2.64 *
Very little 4 7.14% 4 9.30% -0.39 =
Not at all I 1.79% I 2.33% -0.19 =
Note, n I = frequency in Iowa; n K =  frequency in Kansas; % I =  percentage in Iowa;
% K = percentage in Kansas. *z, p  = .05 level.
Open ended questions dealing with what was liked the most, the least, and other 
comments about being a paraeducator, working with a paraeducator, and supervising a 
paraeducator were completed. Complete results for paraeducator respondents appear in 
Appendix Q and summary results are reported in Table 65 and 66. Complete results for 
teacher respondents appear in Appendix R and summary results are reported in Table 67 
and 68. Complete results for administrator respondents appear in Appendix S and 
summary results are reported in Table 69 and 70.
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Table 65
Open Ended Responses from Iowa Paraeducator Respondents
Category Response
WHAT DO YOU LIKE MOST ABOUT BEING A PARAEDUCATOR?
The Student Student contact. I enjoy my work with students. It’s so much fun to 
(49 comments) see a student succeed because o f the help I have provided.
I like thinking that in some small way I may be helping a student 
attain more “normal” behavior.
The opportunity to work with children—especially special needs 
children. Hopefully I  will have been a “helping hand” in their journey 
through life.
I enjoy it when a child comes up to me with a smile and wants a hug 
or to talk for a  bit.
Knowing I influenced a child’s life—he will remember me years down 
the road.
The Job
(16 comments) I like the change in things—I don’t do the same thing everyday.
I get to have fon with the students without all o f the paperwork.
Personal
Reasons
(5 comments) Not taking anything home-gives me more time for my family.
WHAT DO YOU LIKE LEAST ABOUT BEING A PARAEDUCATOR?
The Benefits
(24 comments) The pay (listed 22 times).
I have a lot o f  responsibility for the tiny amount o f pay I receive.
(table continues)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
198
Category Response
WHAT DO YOU LIKE LEAST ABOUT BEING A PARAEDUCATOR? (continued)
No incentives for the type o f job you do o r extra classes I pick up.
I can’t  live on what I’m malting unless I get a  second, and sometimes 
a  third job. It’s extremely frustrating.
The Job
(35 comments) I feel that we need more training and more orientation when we start. 
The poor communication with the teacher—she never listens.
Amount o f respect from some teachers.
I feel like a  slave by some teachers.
Frustration o f the system.
N ot having enough time to get my work finished sometimes. I don’t 
like having to leave in the middle o f my job.
I think o f my job as a  mission because after 23 years my income has 
gone up very little.
The Students I was a child specific aide for a semester—I hated it—no training at all.
(21 comments) It was scary.
Dealing with behavior problems o f aggressive and disruptive students.
Sometimes it’s hard to be patient when you have three or more 
students refusing to work.
Not knowing exactly what a teacher requires o f the student.
OTHER COMMENTS ABOUT BEING A PARAEDUCATOR
The Job The hours would be ideal for those wanting to have more time for
(25 comments) family.
I think many times the general education teacher feels threatened or 
“loaded down” with a  para in the room.
(table continues)
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Category Response
OTHER COMMENTS ABOUT BEING A PARAEDUCATOR (continued)
As a general rule, I  feel I’m a jack o f all trades, master o f  none.
I have the fun o f  teaching without the stress.
I thoroughly enjoy my job—I have a lot o f different duties which I
think keeps my job interesting.
Feelings If  you are the only one at your school, no one else really recognizes
(10 comments) how much work you realty put into helping the students.
My Needs
(10 comments) I sometimes feel “somewhat looked down on” by the licensed staff.
If  certification becomes an option a salary increase should fellow
I am expected to  do many things that I  have not been trained for.
Table 66
Open Ended Responses from Kansas Paraeducator Respondents
Category Response
WHAT DO YOU LIKE MOST ABOUT BEING A PARAEDUCATOR?
The Student Enjoy seeing the student progress and their selfesteem  increase
(55 comments) relative to their accomplishments.
The love and smiles that the kids have to offer.
Get to work with children and I love it.
I like the variety o f my job, feel very well supported and enjoy the
challenges o f  special education.
Personal
Reasons I like the hours and being a mom it is nice to have the weekends and
(2 comments) summers off.
(table continues)
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Category Response
WHAT DO YOU LIKE LEAST ABOUT BEING A PARAEDUCATOR? 
The Benefits
(36 comments) Poor pay (listed 33 times).
We need to be on a contract to be paid year round.
The benefits.
Having to work elsewhere during the summer and over vacations.
I am making just a  little more than my 18 year old son. It is hard to 
make up for lost salary during breaks, snow days, conference days, 
summer, Christmas.
The Job Some regular education teachers are very inflexible. They do not take
The Students 
(6 comments)
(18 comments) kindly to modifications.
Missing out on planning time—I miss out on what the team is doing.
A lot o f times I am clueless.
Not acknowledged for the services we perform.
We don’t  always get the credit we deserve.
Seeing the sadness in some child’s family life—not being able to fix it 
for him/her.
Dealing with behavior problems o f aggressive and disruptive students.
Sometimes it’s hard to be patient when you have three or more 
students refusing to work.
Not knowing exactly what a  teacher requires o f the student.
OTHER COMMENTS ABOUT BEING A PARAEDUCATOR
The Job Some o f the regular education teachers are great to work with; others
(14 comments) act like we are “beneath them”.
The uncertainty o f what position/grade level you will be working at 
next year can make our job stressful.
(table continues)
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Category Response
OTHER COMMENTS ABOUT BEING A PARAEDUCATOR (continued)
Feelings 
(13 comments)
My Needs 
(9 comments)
The teacher with whom I  work has become my best friend and we 
enjoy working together as a  team. Our ideas about discipline and 
work ethic run parallel thus making a  pleasant working condition.
It’s hard to keep good people unless their spouse has a  good income— 
people can’t afford to stay in school district—the kids suffer.
I would like to stay in this job but cannot due to financial stress.
Being a para is a  very rewarding career but can also be very stressful.
Table 67
Open Ended Responses from Iowa Teacher Respondents
Category Response
WHAT DO YOU LIKE MOST ABOUT WORKING WITH PARAEDUCATORS?
Supervision 
(30 comments)
The People 
(27 comments)
It is also very helpful to have an additional option, perspective, or 
different experiences to draw from when confronted with a 
problem.
Paras allow me the time to have planning and lunch periods same 
as other teachers
My paras are dedicated people and really care about our students
They use common sense and ask when they need help.
They all three put the students’ needs first and are gaining the 
respect o f all staff wherein they can offer advice and ideas to the 
teachers they are assigned to during inclusion.
(table continues)
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Category Response
The People 
(13 comments)
WHAT DO YOU LIKE LEAST ABOUT WORKING WITH PARAEDUCATORS? 
Supervision
(20 comments) I am not able to be the only one working with the students.
Dealing with high turnover due to low wages and little 
administrative support.
I dislike being the “boss”. I hate laying down demands.
Evaluating them—I find it very uncomfortable.
I hate having to train new paras—the salary they get isn’t  attractive 
enough to keep them around even though they like the work.
I do not like paras who try to run my classroom or do not follow 
my instructions when I have showed them what to do.
Poor ones make the job 10 tunes more difficult and can hinder the 
progress o f students.
I have had several unprofessional paras. It was more work trying 
to prepare them and myself for each day than it would have been to 
handle the large caseload by myself.
We don’t have the time to go over specific activities.
Having to plan for and with them. Finding time to train, plan, and 
develop their educational activities with students.
No time for adequate feedback, planning, program changes, etc. 
We’re usually in a reactive response mode.
OTHER COMMENTS ABOUT WORKING WITH PARAEDUCATORS
Time
(14 comments)
Supervision 
(12 comments)
I do believe that paras need more formal training before entering 
the classroom. Teachers now do the training which takes up too 
much time.
The para and teacher need to have a team relationship.
(table continues)
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Category Response
OTHER COMMENTS ABOUT WORKING WITH PARAEDUCATORS (continued)
A para who is unreliable with a  high rate o f absenteeism causes a
great deal o f  upset in a  program.
A good para is extremely valuable to the operation o f the
classroom. Having a  para that is not dedicated to the instruction
process o f the student is worse than not having a  para at all. I
don’t  believe training can instill that in a para.
Other The current salary schedule is embarrassingly low. Literally it is
(10 comments) $7.95 an hour for 15 years plus 140 inservice hours. I f  we expect
our paras to help educate our children we must rectify that quickly.
Table 68
Open Ended Responses from Kansas Teacher Respondents
Category Response
WHAT DO YOU LIKE MOST ABOUT WORKING WITH PARAEDUCATORS?
Supervision The help in covering all bases with students—they supply an extra
(29 comments) set o f hands.
They fulfill many tasks I could not do because o f sheer numbers.
Working with a  para with a  high level o f skills is a tremendous
asset.
The People I know my para will carry through on every task she is given. In
(29 comments) addition, she is a  tremendous support when working with behavior
problems in the classroom—she does not back away from a
problem; she deals with it as needed. She does not overstep her
bounds, but instead sees her role as an integral part o f educating
the student.
(table continues)
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Category Response
WHAT DO YOU LIKE MOST ABOUT WORKING WITH PARAEDUCATORS?
(continued)
I run ideas by my para and she offers opinions. She adds an 
additional perspective.
They sometimes can “reach” students that we teachers can’t. 
WHAT DO YOU LIKE LEAST ABOUT WORKING WITH PARAEDUCATORS?
Supervision 
(20 comments)
The People 
(15 comments)
Time
(11 comments)
Our district does not provide any formal training or orientation.
Sometimes I miss having my room and my class all to myself.
They frequently stay past hours or come in early so that we have a 
chance to discuss things—they are not financially compensated for 
this.
If  the para does not do their job well it makes twice as much work 
for the teacher.
Skills o f paras vary greatly—working with a para with weak skills is 
frustrating.
Training new aides is the least liked.
When they change things without discussing it with me first.
My para has developed a “buddy” relationship with many students. 
They do not speak with respect to her.
They are underpaid and therefore lack the energy and incentive to 
do their best and to remain in their positions.
I have very little time to myself—my personal planning periods 
usually involve discussions concerning our students.
The management aspect o f having four staff plus students to plan 
for.
(table continues)
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Category Response
OTHER COMMENTS ABOUT WORKING WITH PARAEDUCATORS
Supervision 
(7 comments)
The People 
(11 comments)
Other
(12 comments)
Without them help I would be less effective in helping all my 
students reach their potential.
There needs to be some type o f training they undergo.
I have had the opportunity to be a  para as well as work with many 
paras both good and bad.
Associates can either be very helpful or very stressful—one puts in 
her time and gets paid.
They have a  chance to interact with the children outside o f schooL
They freely give their time above and beyond their scheduled 
hours.
If  they know their place and job responsibility and remember who 
the teacher is there is no problem.
Very important to have a working relationship with the para—not 
all teams are cohesive—if team doesn’t  work the child doesn’t 
benefit.
My para is overworked and underpaid. Paras are not compensated 
or recognized for all that they do.
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Table 69
Open Ended Responses from Iowa Administrator Respondents
Category Response
WHAT DO YOU LIKE MOST ABOUT SUPERVISING PARAEDUCATORS? 
Supervision
(15 comments) Interacting with them to better provide services to students.
Spending extra time, one-on-one with them to communicate their 
point o f view about students. Another perspective.
Excitement they receive when they experience success helping a 
child.
They are always so willing to help the children, so they are a joy to 
work with and supervise.
My paras are cheerleaders for “their children”, more so than the 
teachers.
WHAT DO YOU LIKE LEAST ABOUT SUPERVISING PARAEDUCATORS?
The People 
(28 comments)
Supervision 
(21 comments)
The People 
(8 comments)
Time
(14 comments)
I’d like to provide more training and higher salaries.
They have a  wide range o f responsibilities so it is difficult to 
supervise or observe all aspects of their job.
They often have a  different background than teachers and its often 
necessary to “shift gears” when communicating.
Some are not as committed as you would like and there are not 
good people to replace them and they know it.
Occasionally I “run across” paras who think it is their job to baby­
sit and negotiate with students rather than help their students gain 
independent skills.
Time consuming.
(table continues)
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Category Response
WHAT DO YOU LIKE LEAST ABOUT SUPERVISING PARAEDUCATORS? 
(continued)
It is one more thing to do in a  day that already has too many things 
to do.
OTHER COMMENTS ABOUT SUPERVISING PARAEDUCATORS
Supervision 
(14 comments)
The People 
(3 comments)
Other
(4 comments)
We have not been fair to  our paras in the past, hiring them and 
expecting them to work effectively without sufficient training.
Paras seem to be in a  “no-man’s” zone—the teachers they work 
most closely with feel little responsibility.
My group at this location are the best in the state, they go way 
above what is expected in order to do their job to the best o f  their 
ability.
If  used properly, they can be a great help.
Table 70
O p en  Ended Responses from K ansas Administrator Respondents
Category Response
WHAT DO YOU LIKE MOST ABOUT SUPERVISING PARAEDUCATORS?
Supervision I think because they are in my building, ultimately I am responsible
(13 comments) for them and their performance.
Giving good evaluations to good aides.
My supervising o f paras is on a very peripheral basis—the paras we 
have in our building are super—so working with them is very 
pleasant.
(table continues)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
208
Category Response
WHAT DO YOU LIKE MOST ABOUT SUPERVISING PARAEDUCATORS?
(continued)
The People We are most fortunate to have highly dedicated, enthusiastic,
(24 comments) versatile paras.
They have daily working knowledge o f each student they serve.
I am impressed with their dedication and commitment.
Our paras need very little supervision from me as they have 
excellent teachers with whom they work.
Seeing and hearing non-education staff offer perspectives other 
than my own regarding children.
WHAT DO YOU LIKE LEAST ABOUT SUPERVISING PARAEDUCATORS?
Creating their schedules and working around their strengths and 
weaknesses for placement in classrooms.
Having to replace a really good para that has left the district.
Our salaries are lower than many similar positions in surrounding 
school districts and we lose good people to others.
The constant turnover o f staff.
Mediating adult conflicts that adversely affect students.
More people to supervise.
It takes time and there is never enough.
OTHER COMMENTS ABOUT SUPERVISING PARAEDUCATORS 
Supervision
(8 comments) They are as effective as the supervising teacher
Our supply o f candidates does not meet our demand so 
unfortunately beggars can’t  be choosers—sad to say.
(table continues)
Supervision 
(22 comments)
The People 
(2 comments)
Time
(6 comments)
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Category Response
OTHER COMMENTS ABOUT SUPERVISING PARAEDUCATORS
The People 
(2 comments)
Other
(7 comments)
The role o f  paras is vital to meeting the needs o f identified kids. I 
do wish the district would consider hiring subs in their absence.
The good ones realty care and are willing to do what is necessary 
to make it work.
I experienced teachers displaying poor attitudes towards paras— 
union mentality that we were taking away teacher’s job.
It is a  very important facet o f education but one that is quite often 
overlooked or taken for granted.
Don’t  ask a  para to do something that you would not do yourself if 
you had the time and opportunity.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
Conclusions on Respondents* Backgrounds 
Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas reported similarities in many areas. 
Paraeducators are generally females between the ages o f  36 and 55. These paraeducators 
have graduated from high school or have a  GED diploma and have worked at then 
present position between seven and eight years. If  paraeducators had more than one type 
o f position, it was generally because they were reassigned to another position. Usually 
the paraeducators have no other responsibilities outside o f being a paraeducator for the 
district and generally work 31 or more hours in a  typical week.
The paraeducators in this research study differed in one main area—whether or not 
they held a license for work in education. Eighty-five percent o f paraeducators in Kansas 
compared to twenty percent in Iowa possessed a  license. In Kansas, 70% were licensed 
as paraeducators. This was statistically different.
Within special education, although the categories o f learners receiving attention 
from paraeducators was basically the same. In Kansas, a  statistically different amount o f 
students with learning disabilities, emotionally disturbed/behavior disordered, and 
physically disabled were receiving attention.
Background areas were also compared in the teachers in Iowa and Kansas who 
completed the survey instrument. The teachers were generally female with Iowa at 75% 
and Kansas at 91%, which was a statistically different.
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The years in the present position varied about the teachers. The teachers in Iowa had an 
average o f  12.36 years and teachers in Kansas had an average o f  7.81 years.
When comparing teachers in both states as to their current position in education, 
there was a whole variety from regular education and special education and the different 
categories within special education. The three top classifications o f  positions within 
special education were: learning disabilities, emotionally disturbed/behavior disordered, 
and mild/moderately disabled. Both teachers hi regular education and special education 
completed the survey. A statistically different number were regular education teachers in 
Iowa (32%) versus Kansas (6%). This was also reflected in the teachers in special 
education with Iowa at 70% and Kansas at 91%, or a statistically different level. This 
could be reflected in the push in recent years to keep students with special needs hi the 
regular classroom more with support from paraeducators.
Administrators in Iowa and Kansas completed the survey and were generally 
males between the ages o f 36 and 55 years o f age. The administrators had been in their 
current positions between seven and nine years. They were principals in their school 
districts with building sizes ranging from one to over four hundred fifty students.
Kansas’s administrators reported an average o f  8.49 more staff in regular education, 2.15 
more staff in special education, and 2.42 more staff in paraeducator positions than Iowa 
administrators reported.
A  difference within the administrators was the classification o f  rural versus urban 
school districts. Iowa was 73% rural classification compared to the Kansas rural
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classification o f 40%. These numbers were statistically different. Although a  random 
sample had been generated, the difference existed.
Research Question 1
What are the roles, responsibilities, skill levels, training background and training 
needs o f certified and non-certified paraeducators working with students with special 
needs in the areas o f (a) instructional support (IS), (b) behavior management support 
(BMS), (c) diagnostic support (DS), (d) classroom organization (CO), and (e) personal 
care assistance (PCA)?
Conclusions. Iowa paraeducators and teachers and Kansas paraeducators and 
teachers all reported the top three categories o f students that received the paraeducator’s 
attention were learning disabled, emotional/behavior disordered, and mild/moderate 
disabled. The teachers reported that they served all three service delivery levels o f Level 
I or resource room, Level 2 or special class with integration, and Level 3 or self- 
contained classrooms. If  paraeducators had more than one type o f employment position, 
it was generally because they were reassigned to another position.
Paraeducators and teachers reported whether they or their paraeducators had roles 
and responsibilities assigned to them. Broad categories were instructional support (IS), 
behavior management support (BMS), diagnostic support (DS), classroom organization 
(CO), and personal care assistance (PCA). All forty-nine roles and responsibilities were 
assigned to some paraeducators.
Comparisons were made between Iowa paraeducators and Iowa teachers, Kansas 
paraeducators and Kansas teachers, Iowa paraeducators and Kansas paraeducators, and
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Iowa teachers and Kansas teachers. The responsibilities all four comparisons agreed 
upon that were assigned to paraeducators o r currently being performed by paraeducators 
as determined by at least 80% o f  the respondents included: (a) reinforcing concepts 
presented by the teacher (IS), (b) listening to student read (IS), (c) supervising 
independent or small group work (IS), (d) helping students work on assignments (IS), (e) 
reading to students (IS), (f) working with minimal supervision from teacher (IS), and (g) 
providing emotional support for students (BMS).
Comparisons were made between Iowa paraeducators and Iowa teachers, Kansas 
paraeducators and Kansas teachers, Iowa paraeducators and Kansas paraeducators, and 
Iowa teachers and Kansas teachers. The responsibilities all four comparisons agreed 
upon that were not assigned to paraeducators o r currently not being performed by 
paraeducators as determined by less than 40% o f the respondents included: (a) carrying 
out prescribed speech and language programs (IS), (b) assisting mobility impaired 
students (PCA), (c) feeding students who need assistance (PCA), (d) assisting students in 
toileting (PCA), (e) providing or supervising catheterization (PCA), (0  assisting students 
in dressing (PCA), (g) assisting students in bathing (PCA), and (h) checking assistive 
devices (PCA). The majority o f the tasks agreed upon were in the instructional support 
area. The majority o f the tasks agreed upon as not being assigned to o r currently being 
performed by paraeducators were in the personal care assistance category. Both o f these 
comparisons could be reflected back to the background reported by paraeducators, 
teachers, and administrators. The categories o f learning disabled, emotional/behavior 
disordered, and mild/moderate disabled were the majority o f the learners. Administrators
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reported that the majority o f the paraeducators worked in the instructional/educational 
area. The level o f  service teachers were usually assigned to were (a) Level 1 or resource 
room, and (b) Level 2 o r special class with integration. These levels would not require 
as much instruction in the personal care assistance area.
Iowa paraeducators and teachers reported on the comfort/skill level that 
paraeducators had for performing tasks in the areas o f instructional support, behavior 
management support, diagnostic support, classroom organization, and personal care 
assistance. They agreed that the comfort/skill level was at least a  4.50 with a 5.00 being 
the most comfortable on nineteen o f the tasks. Most were in the area o f instructional 
support. The paraeducators and teachers had no area that they agreed rated a 4.00 or 
below on the comfort/skill level o f these tasks.
Kansas paraeducators and Kansas teachers agreed on 12 tasks, again mostly in the 
instructional support area, that they felt rated a 4.50 or above on the 5.00 scale. No tasks 
rated below 4.00 by both paraeducators and teachers.
Iowa paraeducators and Kansas paraeducators agreed that 17 tasks were in the 
comfort/skill level o f  a  4.50 or above. No tasks, were rated by both groups o f 
paraeducators in the 4.00 level or below on comfort/skill.
Iowa teachers and Kansas teachers agreed that 15 tasks were in the comfort/skill 
level o f 4.50 or above. No tasks were rated by both groups o f teachers in the 4.00 level 
or below on comfort/skill.
Training received by the paraeducators in the local school district varied greatly. 
Iowa paraeducators reported that in almost half o f the school districts, paraeducators
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received no training from the school district. Kansas paraeducators reported that in over 
half o f  the school districts, paraeducators received training in the areas o f on-the-job 
training from the supervising teacher, employee orientation, and general training about
paraeducators.
Iowa teachers reported in almost half or over half o f the school districts, 
paraeducators received training with on-the-job training from the supervising teacher and 
employee orientation. Kansas teachers reported that in over half o f the school districts, 
paraeducators received training in the areas o f on-the-job training from the supervising 
teacher, general training about paraeducator work, employee orientation, general training 
about learners, training specific to their work, and behavior management.
Iowa administrators reported in almost half or over half o f the school districts, 
paraeducators received training in the areas o f on-the-job training from the supervising 
teacher, and employee orientation. Kansas administrators reported in over half o f the 
school districts, paraeducators received training in the areas o f on-the-job training from 
the supervising teacher, employee orientation, general training about paraeducator work, 
and training specific to their work.
Paraeducators, teachers, and administrators m Kansas reported many more 
opportunities for training for paraeducators in the school district. The Kansas law 
mandates this training take place, which was reflected in the data.
In the majority o f the data reported by paraeducators, teachers, and 
administrators, people felt the training was sufficient. Kansas people did seem to feel 
the training was sufficient more often.
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Paraeducators in both states seemed confused as to whether state certification 
requirements existed for their position. Within Iowa, a  certification in not required by 
the state to become a paraeducator. The concept has recently been passed by the Iowa 
Senate, although guidelines and definitions for what that means are in the development 
stage. Iowa school districts are allowed to put their own requirements on this position.
For example, an applicant must have a  teaching degree to become a paraeducator.
The Kansas Paraprofessionai Permit System is three tiered, but applies only to 
special education programs administered by local school districts. The permit system 
defines the extent o f training a paraprofessionai has had ranging from: (a) Level I—at 
least 20 clock: hours o f inservice training per school year; (b) Level 2—two years 
experience at Level I, 450 clock hours o f approved inservice training and/or 30 semester 
hours o f academic work, and participation o f at least 20 clock hours o f inservice per 
school year; and (c) Level 3—60 semester hours o f approved academic work, completion 
o f an associate degree for instructional paraprofessionals or an equivalent 900 clock 
hours, and participation in at least 20 clock hours o f  inservice per school year. It is 
unclear why 14 individuals in Kansas reported no, and 9 did not know whether 
certification existed.
Only about 50% o f paraeducators in both states felt certification should be 
required. This issue was further investigated when paraeducators were asked if they 
would attend inservice or classes, if available. Paraeducators reported, in the majority o f 
cases, that they would attend if there were no costs involved. Time off from work and 
family obligations were other issues impacting attendance. As reflected in the written
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comments from paraeducators, the money o r salary issue was what they disliked most 
about their job. I f  training did not impact that salary, paraeducators could not justify the 
time and costs involved.
Teachers in both states felt stronger about certification being required o f  
paraeducators. Teachers felt training should be obtained by the paraeducators prior to 
beginning employment. This concept would reduce the on-the-job training that is now 
reported by most groups as the manner in which paraeducators currently receive their 
training.
Administrators in both states felt paraeducators should not be certified before 
starting work in the school district. The training, depending on the mandates, could be an 
added cost to a school district in the area o f  teacher training time. Frequently, 
paraeducators start at different times throughout the school year depending on the needs 
o f the child. Training sessions may need to be repeated several times hi one year due to 
the changing employment needs o f the district.
Iowa paraeducators (78%) felt that training received would have no impact on the 
job. Some Kansas paraeducators (41%) felt the same way, although the same percentage 
(41%) reported that on-going training determined increases and past training determined 
salary (28%). Iowa and Kansas teachers disagreed on the impact training had on a 
paraeducator’s job. Iowa teachers felt training determined what work was assigned and 
the supervision needed. Kansas teachers felt that on-going training determined increases 
and past training determined salary. Although 33% o f the Kansas administrators felt that
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training had no impact on the paraeducator’s job, both Iowa and Kansas administrators 
agreed that training determined the work assigned.
All three groups agreed that the best ways to receive training would be through 
the AEA/Area Service Centers and from the local school district. Iowa and Kansas 
paraeducators felt that training should be conducted at the beginning o f each school year. 
The second most common time was once a month. Few felt it should only take place 
when a paraeducator was first hired. This points out the feet the training should be on­
going throughout the paraeducator’s career. The monthly training could possibly help 
with paraeducators coming in throughout the year.
Iowa and Kansas paraeducators and teachers felt the biggest advantage to having 
certified paraeducators would be the guarantee that paraeducators had the skills and 
knowledge required to fulfill the job responsibilities. Iowa and Kansas paraeducators and 
teachers felt paraeducators would be allowed to move up on the salary schedule, but little 
information supports that belief.
The biggest disadvantage o f required certification, as seen by the paraeducators, 
was that there would be no impact on salary and/or benefits and that the job duties would 
remain the same. The feeling expressed was why do it--no thing will change from the 
way it is now. Teachers felt the training costs and time available during the day for this 
training would be the biggest disadvantage. Teachers are possibly made more aware of 
budgetary restrictions within a  school district. In addition, they are aware that the 
training time would most likely come out o f their already full day ofjob requirements.
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Research Question 2
What are the similarities and differences, if  any, in the areas o f roles, 
responsibilities, skill levels, training background, and training needs for certified and 
non-certified paraeducators working with students with special needs?
Conclusions. Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas work with all levels o f learners 
including: (a) learning disabled, (b) emotionally/behaviorally disabled, (c) mildly to 
moderately disabled, (d) regular education, (e) speech and language disabled, (f) 
physically disabled, (g) early childhood, (h) hearing impaired o r  deaf (i) moderately to 
severely disabled, 0  visually impaired or blind, and (k) severely to profoundly disabled. 
The two states were similar in all areas except speech and language disabled, where 
Kansas paraeducators were assigned this task more often. However, under roles and 
responsibilities there was not a statistical difference in the number o f paraeducators 
carrying out speech programs.
In the area o f roles and responsibilities that paraeducators currently perform or 
are assigned to, areas included: (a) instructional support (IS), (b) behavior management 
support (BMS), (c) diagnostic support (DS), (d) classroom organization (CO), and (e) 
personal care assistance (PCA). The roles and responsibilities that were statistically 
different as reported by paraeducators included: (a) helping students select books (IS— 
Kansas paraeducators did more), (b) supervising lunch/recess (IS—Iowa paraeducators 
did more), (c) supervising activities and PE (IS—Iowa paraeducators did more), (d) 
observing and recording progress (DS—Kansas paraeducators did more), (e)
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administering and scoring formal tests (DS—Iowa paraeducators did more), (0  
completing daily records (CO~Kansas paraeducators did more), and (g) administering 
medication (PCA~Iowa paraeducators did more). The rotes and responsibilities that 
were statistically different as reported by teachers included: (a)supervising lunch/recess 
(IS—Iowa paraeducators did more), (b) altering curriculum (IS—Kansas paraeducators did 
more), and (c) conferring with counselors and parents (DS—Iowa paraeducators did 
more). Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas are required to perform the same roles and 
responsibilities in the areas o f instructional support, behavior management support, 
diagnostic support, classroom organization, and personal care assistance.
Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas agreed on their comfort/skill level o f 
performing tasks except in the areas o f monitoring student progress, assisting in 
developing IEPs, and checking assistive devices. Teachers in Iowa and Kansas agreed on 
the comfort/skill level o f their paraeducators performing tasks except in the areas o f 
reinforcing concepts taught by the teacher and handling emergency situations.
Training issues as reported by paraeducators, teachers, and administrators showed 
a large difference for Iowa and Kansas paraeducators. Iowa paraeducators were more 
likely to receive no training. Kansas paraeducators were more likely to receive training 
in (a) behavior management, (b) peer mentoring, (c) on-the-job training from their 
supervisor, (d) employee orientation, (e) job specifics, (f) general aspects o f paraeducator 
work, (g) characteristics o f  learners and then: needs, (h) communication with learners, 
and (i) communication with adults.
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Training was provided by teachers to whom the paraeducator was assigned, local 
school districts, and state Department o f Educations more often in Kansas than in Iowa. 
This could be reflected in the fact that training was required by a  Kansas state mandate.
Training was reported to be sufficient by Iowa and Kansas paraeducators, 
teachers, and administrators. Although more training was needed, teachers disagreed on 
the importance o f two training areas: (a) the role o f paraeducators, teachers, and others; 
and (b) confidentiality and ethics. Administrators differed in their report that 
communication with adults, and confidentiality and ethics were necessary training areas.
Kansas paraeducators did report at a  statistically different level that certification 
is required for their position. This requirement is only for paraeducators working with 
students with special needs.
Paraeducators and teachers felt paraeducators should be certified with 
administrators disagreeing. Although training could take place in a  variety of places, 
training by AEAs/Area Service Centers was reported more often by Iowa administrators.
Paraeducators from both Iowa and Kansas agreed upon whether they would 
attend inservices. This attendance would depend on cost, time o ff from work, hours, and 
subject.
Paraeducators, teachers, and administrators disagreed statistically in three areas of 
impact training has on a paraeducator’s job. These areas included: (a) no impact, (b) on­
going training determined increases, and (c) past training determined salary. This is
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again reflected in the difference in the requirement o f certification for paraeducators 
working with students with special needs required in Kansas, which does influence the 
paraeducator’s job.
Paraeducators agreed the two most desirable ways to receive training were 
workshops/conferences and on-site training. The least desirable ways as reported by 
Iowa paraeducators included: (a) TV/satellite program (videotape), (b) Internet, (c) 
interactive television class/ICN, (d) information packets, and (e) study group throughout 
the year. The least desirable ways as reported by Kansas paraeducators included: (a) 
interactive television class/ICN, (b) mentoring/individualized, (c) study group throughout 
the year, (d) Internet, and (e) information packets. Paraeducators agreed on how often 
they should receive inservice training—at the beginning o f each school year and once a 
month throughout the school year.
Paraeducators and teachers in Iowa and Kansas agreed on the advantages o f being 
a certified paraeducator. The most reported advantage by all four groups was the 
guarantee that the paraeducator would have the skills and knowledge required to do the 
job.
Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas agreed on all o f the disadvantages o f being a 
certified paraeducator. The most reported disadvantage was no impact on salary and/or 
benefits. Teachers in Iowa and Kansas differed significantly in the area o f time not being 
available in paraeducator’s schedule with Kansas teachers reporting this more often. The 
teachers did agree that training costs were an important disadvantage.
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Research Question 3
What are district policies and building procedures for paraeducators working with 
students with special needs in the areas o f  (a) employment; (b) supervision; and (c) 
evaluation?
Conclusions. Teachers and administrators reported on credentials held by the 
paraeducators under their supervision, and whether or not the credentials were required 
for the position. Iowa teachers reported that paraeducators held licenses in regular 
education 17% o f the time. Kansas teachers reported 49% o f their paraeducators were 
certified as paraeducators and 11% held a license to teach regular education.
Iowa administrators reported 38% o f  the paraeducators held a license to teach 
regular education, 21% were certified as Level 1 paraeducators, 2% Level 2, and 11% 
held a license to teach special education. Kansas administrators reported 33% were 
certified as paraeducators, 14% as regular education teachers, and 5% as special 
education teachers.
The teachers in Iowa and Kansas and the administrators in Kansas were close to 
the credentials reported by paraeducators in the background information as far as 
certification as regular education teachers and paraeducators. The administrators in Iowa 
reports were different than the paraeducators’ report:
Paraeducators Administrators
Regular Education 15% 38%
Special Education 0% 11%
Paraeducator 0% 21%
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It could not be determined from this study why the difference existed, except that 
the administrators may have referred to any paraeducator in their school building or 
district and not specifically the one completing the companion, paraeducator survey. The 
21% certified as paraeducators cannot be explained by this study, because in Iowa there 
currently does not exist a certification determined by the Department o f Education.
Paraeducators and teachers in Iowa and Kansas all reported that the high school 
diploma or GED certificate was required to be hired as a  paraeducator. Kansas 
paraeducators were much more likely to have this requirement for employment. About 
20% reported that some work-related job experience was required for employment.
Paraeducators were given job titles in almost all cases. The most common in 
Iowa was educational aide and educational associate. In Kansas, the most common title 
was paraprofessionai, as mandated by the Kansas law.
Written job descriptions were in place for less than one half o f  the paraeducators 
in Iowa as reported by the Iowa paraeducators and teachers. Iowa administrators 
reported a higher percentage (66%) o f paraeducators with job descriptions. Kansas 
paraeducators had written job descriptions in over 70% o f the positions as reported by 
paraeducators and teachers. Administrators in Kansas reported that written job 
descriptions existed for 53% o f the paraeducators.
In Iowa, one third o f the written job descriptions as reported by paraeducators, 
teachers, and administrators described what the paraeducator actually did, ranging from 
17% by teachers to 41%  by administrators. In Kansas, the range was from 35% to 47%  
o f written job descriptions that actually describe what the paraeducator does. Missing
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from the job descriptions were: (a) expectations about learners, (b) specific work 
assignments and duties, (c) amount o f unsupervised work the paraeducators does, and (d) 
relationship with licensed staff.
Administrators reported that many administrative structures involved in 
recruitment, selection, and employment o f paraeducators were in place in the building 
and school district. The top three things in place in both Iowa and Kansas were 
evaluation procedures, salary schedule, and contracts. Less than one third o f the 
buildings had specific competencies for employment, training needs assessments, or 
career ladders.
Characteristics o f  paraeducators were ranked by teachers and administrators. 
Overall the ranking was: (a) adaptability, (b) dependability, (c) cooperative, (d) tolerance,
(e) experience with children, (0  resourcefulness, (g) versatility, (h) intelligence, (0 
energy, 0  creativity, and (k) good grooming.
The criteria for employment that was most important to teachers in both Iowa and 
Kansas included interpersonal skills and attitudes toward students with disabilities. The 
least important criteria for employment as reported by teachers included: (a) completion 
o f paraeducator training, (b) previous employment, and (c) level o f certification or 
permit.
The ranking o f criteria for employment that administrators reported almost 
exactly match. The criteria ranking was: (a) attitudes towards students with disabilities,
(b) interpersonal skills, (c) references, (d) tutoring skills, (e) education level, (0  health/ 
physical strength, (g) previous employment, (h) experience with disabled individuals, (i)
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knowledge o f special education programs, (j) level o f certification o r permit, and (k) 
completion o f paraeducator training.
A  shortage o f paraeducators does not exist according to a  majority o f 
administrators in Iowa and Kansas. When shortages existed, it was in the instructional/ 
educational area.
Longevity was used 77% o f  the time to determine placement on the pay scale by 
administrators. Iowa administrators looked next to prior training and skill level, while 
Kansas administrators looked to prior training and continuing education for placement.
The beginning hourly wage for paraeducators employed in the school districts in 
these Iowa and Kansas schools was m the $5 to $7 range. The maximum hourly wage for 
paraeducators was m the $7 to $9 range, although about one fourth received between $9 
and $11 per hour.
About one half o f the paraeducators reported their salary was in the $5 to $7 an 
hour range and the other half reported the $7 to $9 an hour range. In  addition to an 
hourly wage, paraeducators usually received the benefits o f sick leave days and personal 
days. Paraeducators reported one half as often on professional/business leave days than 
did the administrators, leading to the question about paraeducator’s general knowledge o f 
this benefit.
Most paraeducators planned on remaining in their current position the next year. 
The main reasons for leaving were: (a) poor salary, (b) no opportunity for advancement, 
and (c) poor benefits. .
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The majority o f  teachers in Iowa and Kansas supervise one or two paraeducators 
a day, although some teachers have five or more paraeducators under their supervision. 
The majority o f the teachers are sometimes with the paraeducators during student contact 
time. The majority o f  teachers and paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas do not have a 
scheduled planning time together without students. When time is given to teachers and 
paraeducators, it is usually one to two hours a week with salary compensation for the 
paraeducator. Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas are usually given directions for the 
work they do by special education teachers and to a  lesser degree by principals and 
regular education teachers.
The LEA was the agency that administrators felt should establish guidelines 
regarding training o f  paraeducators. No respondent in either Iowa or Kansas felt this 
should be left up to the state legislatures.
More administrators than teachers help determine training that should be offered 
to paraeducators. This involvement usually was in the form o f providing input about 
staff development needs or actually being on the staff development committee to 
determine what was offered.
Iowa paraeducators were formally evaluated 70% o f the time. This evaluation by 
the building principal was without any input from the supervising teacher involved with 
the paraeducator. The result o f the evaluation was feedback for improvement.
Kansas paraeducators were always formally evaluated. This evaluation was 
usually conducted by the special education teacher with large to moderate input from the
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administrator. I f  the teacher was not involved with the formal process, they had little to a 
moderate amount o f input. The result o f the evaluation was feedback for improvement. 
Paraeducators in both Iowa and Kansas were evaluated using observation by supervising 
teachers, standard evaluation forms, and self-evaluations.
Over 80% o f Iowa and Kansas teachers and administrators did not receive any 
training in their college preservice on training, utilising, and evaluating paraeducators nor 
did they receive any training within their school district. The people that have the most 
involvement with paraeducators were receiving little help in doing it!
Research Question 4
What are the similarities and differences, if any, in the area o f employment, 
supervision, and evaluation o f  paraeducators as seen by paraeducators in states that 
require special education paraeducators to be certified and those which do not require 
certification?
Conclusions. Paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas have job titles with Iowa 
paraeducators usually being called educational associate or educational aide. Kansas 
paraeducators were usually called paraprofessionai or paraeducator, with the term 
paraprofessionai being used in Kansas special education law.
Kansas paraeducators were statistically more likely to have written job 
descriptions and to have those descriptions actually describe what the paraeducator did. 
Missing materials in both states’ written job descriptions included (a) expectations about 
learners, (b) amount o f unsupervised work the paraeducator did, (c) relationship with 
licensed staff and (d) specific work assignments/duties.
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Hourly wages range in both Iowa and Kansas between less than $5 to $13, with 
the majority in the $5 to $9 range. There was no difference between the states. Benefits 
besides hourly wages included: (a) sick leave days, (b) professional/business leave days,
(c) health insurance, (d) life insurance, (e) opportunity to buy into health insurance, and
(f) personal days. Iowa paraeducators were much more likely to receive the benefit o f 
health insurance, and Kansas paraeducators had a  better opportunity to buy into 
insurance.
Staying in their current position was the intent o f paraeducators in both Iowa and 
Kansas (85% in Iowa and Kansas). The top three reasons for changing positions 
included: (a) poor salary, (b) no opportunity for advancement, and (c) poor benefits.
A scheduled planning time with the teacher was statistically less likely to happen 
in Iowa than in Kansas. Within Kansas, this meant many more paraeducators were not 
only receiving scheduled planning time, but also the salary compensation for the time.
Directions for a  paraeducator’s work were given from a variety o f people 
including the regular education teacher, special education teacher, director o f special 
education, and/or building principal. In Iowa, a  statistical difference appeared with 
building principals giving more direction than a principal in Kansas. In Kansas, 
paraeducators were statistically more likely to receive directions from the director of 
special education, a special education teacher, or a regular education teacher.
There was a  statistical difference between Iowa and Kansas paraeducators in the 
area o f evaluations. Kansas paraeducators were evaluated almost all o f the time (98%) 
compared to about two-thirds o f the time in Iowa school districts (68%). The difference
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
230
in giving the direction noted above continued in who did the evaluation. In Iowa, the 
building principal was more likely to do the evaluation whereas in Kansas, a significantly 
larger proportion o f special education teachers and regular education teachers completed 
the evaluation. The results o f the evaluation in both states were centered around 
feedback for improvement.
Research Question 5
What are the similarities and differences, if  any, in the area o f employment, 
supervision, and evaluation o f  paraeducators by supervising teachers in states that require 
special education paraeducators to be certified and those which do not require 
certification?
Conclusions. Teachers report that paraeducators in their states hold a variety o f 
credentials ranging from none to certification as a paraeducator, or license in regular or 
special education. As expected, Kansas paraeducators have the credentials as a 
paraeducator, whereas Iowa paraeducators do not. There was little difference between 
the number that hold a license as a teacher. While there is a range o f minimum 
qualifications required in order for a paraeducator to be hired, this list does not differ 
much between the two states.
Paraeducators do have a job title, and as reported by the paraeducators, Iowans 
are more likely to carry the title o f educational associate, educational aide, or teaching 
assistant. Kansas special needs paraeducators, as mandated by Kansas law, are titled 
paraprofessionals. K ansas paraeducators have a written job description in more school 
districts than Iowa paraeducators. The Kansas written job description is more likely
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to describe what the paraeducator is to do. Many things were missing from written job 
descriptions including: (a) expectations about learners, (b) amount o f  unsupervised work 
the paraeducator does, (c) relationship with licensed staff, and (d) specific work 
assignments/duties. Iowa teachers were not aware o f what was missing in more written 
job descriptions than Kansas teachers.
Research Question 6
What are the similarities and differences, if any, in the area o f employment, 
supervision, and evaluation o f paraeducators by administrators in states that require 
special education paraeducators to be certified and those which do not require
certification?
Conclusions. Administrators report that paraeducators in their state hold 
credentials as paraeducators and/or are licensed in regular and special education. 
Paraeducators in Kansas hold the paraeducator certification at a higher level and 
paraeducators in Iowa have a significantly higher amount o f licenses in regular 
education. Administrators in Iowa did report that 21% o f their paraeducators were 
certified as paraeducators, leading this researcher to question the validity o f  this, as 
certification does not exist in Iowa to date.
Paraeducators hold the job title o f  paraprofessional in Kansas and educational 
associate, educational aide, and teaching assistant in Iowa. This result is similar to 
results reported by the paraeducators themselves and the teachers. W ritten job 
descriptions for paraeducators exist in Iowa and Kansas, but in less than half o f the 
school districts, it does not describe what the paraeducator does. Administrators in both
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states agreed what areas are missing including: (a) expectations about learners, (b) 
amount o f  unsupervised work the paraeducator does, (c) relationship with licensed staff 
and (d) specific work assignments/duties.
Iowa and Kansas administrators disagreed on how they determine placement on 
the pay scale for paraeducators. Although longevity was the largest determiner, Kansas 
administrators used in-service participation, continuing education, and prior training to a 
larger extent than Iowa administrators.
In general, shortages do not exist in either Iowa or Kansas for paraeducators. I f  
paraeducators were needed, administrators agreed it was in the area of instructional/ 
educational.
Administrative structures involved in the recruitment, selection, and employment 
o f paraeducators that were in place within the school districts studied. Administrators 
agreed about most o f  the structures with the exception o f  the training needs assessment 
and paraeducator handbook. Both o f these were available more in Kansas.
There was no difference in ranking o f criteria o f employment for paraeducators as 
reported by the administrators except in the area o f  tutoring skills. The top five areas 
agreed upon by the administrators for characteristics o f paraeducators were: (a) 
dependability, (b) cooperation, (c) adaptability, (d) experiences with children, and (e) 
tolerance. The administrators did not statistically agree in the areas of adaptability and 
experience with children.
Paraeducators in Kansas were likely to have a minimum beginning hourly wage 
in the $5 to $7 range, although all beginning wages were between $5 and SI I. The
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maximum hourly wage did not differ between the two states, as reported by the 
administrators. O f the benefits offered to paraeducators, Iowa paraeducators received 
sick leave days and life insurance in significantly more school districts.
Administrators agreed that the LEA should establish guidelines regarding training 
o f paraeducators. Iowa administrators were involved in staff development committees 
and/or provided more input about training for paraeducators. Neither college preservice 
nor district inservices for administrators included units o f study on training, utilizing, and 
evaluating paraeducators.
A  statistically larger number o f administrators hi Iowa are involved in evaluating  
paraeducators when this process is completed, although in 11% o f the school districts in 
this study from Iowa, there were no evaluations completed. In  Kansas, the regular 
education teacher, special education teacher, and/or director o f special education were 
more likely to conduct the formal evaluation. I f  the administrator did not complete the 
evaluation, Kansas administrators reported a statistically larger amount o f input.
Results o f the evaluation included differences in pay received (either increased or 
decreased), guidance for career development, and feedback for improvement. Although 
the feedback for improvement happened in both states, Iowa paraeducators had this result 
from the formal evaluation at a  higher level than their counterparts in Kansas. A 
difference in pay received was reported at a  higher level by Kansas administrators. 
Administrators in Iowa and Kansas used a variety o f processes for the formal evaluation 
with the only statistical difference being in Iowa-m ore observations were conducted by 
the supervisor.
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Related Background Information
The majority o f paraeducators reported that they extremely liked being a 
paraeducator. The majority o f teachers reported that they extremely to moderately 
enjoyed working with paraeducators. The majority o f administrators reported that they 
moderately enjoyed supervising paraeducators.
The paraeducators in Iowa and Kansas reported the reasons they liked being a 
paraeducator included the students, the job, and personal reasons. What was liked least 
by the paraeducators dealt with salary and benefits, the job, and the students.
Additionally, paraeducators added other comments about the job, their feelings, and their 
needs. Teachers and administrators also answered the question about what they liked 
most about working with or supervising paraeducators. Comments were in the areas o f 
supervision and the people. Areas o f dislike among the teachers and administrators 
included supervision, the people, and the time involved. Other comments covered the 
areas o f supervision, the people, and other general comments.
Summary Linkages
This research study is in agreement with the previous studies in that the general 
characteristics o f paraeducators found here are similar to Blalock’s (1991) results in 
1984-1990 in that most paraeducators are female, between the ages o f 30 and 50 years 
old, and possess a high school diploma. The Minnesota Department o f Education 
(Lorenz, 1994) had similar results from this study about Iowa paraeducator 
characteristics in that paraeducators in Minnesota had worked at their present position 7.8
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years, worked between 31-40 hours a  week, and did not hold a  paraeducator license. In 
the Minnesota study, students in regular education, learning disabled, and 
emotionally/behaviorally disabled were most often serviced.
The roles and responsibilities o f paraeducators in the areas o f instructional 
support (IS), behavior management support (BMS), diagnostic support (DS), classroom 
organization (CO), and personal care assistance (PCA) was studied by Lamont and Hill 
(1991). The paraeducators and teachers in this study and the paraeducators and teachers 
from the province o f British Columbia agreed on the appropriate tasks to be performed 
by paraeducators as including the following: (a) reinforcing concepts presented by the 
teacher (IS), (b) providing emotional support for students (BMS), (c) helping students 
work on assignments (IS), (d) supervising independent o r small group work (IS), (e) 
working with minimal supervision from the teacher (IS), and (f) listening to and reading 
to students (IS). The two groups disagreed completely on the roles and responsibilities 
appropriate for paraeducators to be performing with this study’s results mainly in the area 
o f personal care assistance and the Lamont and Hill study in the area o f diagnostic 
support.
In Frank, Keith, and Stiel (1988), teacher satisfaction o f the performance o f 
paraeducators was rated as positive in 14 o f 18 statements. Similarly, Iowa and Nebraska 
paraeducators and teachers in this study reported the skill/comfort level o f paraeducators 
was high (4.50 or above on a 5 point scale).
This research also supports findings about training o f paraeducators in a study by 
Mueller (1997). Types o f training available to Vermont paraeducators was on the job
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and mentoring by other paraeducators. The Washington Education Association (1995) 
reported that 60% o f their parapros (paraeducators) received training from buildings, 
Education Service Districts (ESD), or community colleges. Both Iowa and Nebraska 
paraeducators receive some sort o f on-the-job training, although Nebraska had a more 
extensive training program required o f  paraeducators.
Vasa, Steckelberg, and Ronning found in 1982 that 53% o f administrators and 
28% o f teachers did not feel paraeducators should be certified. These results were 
similar to this study in that 55% o f administrators in Iowa and Kansas and 25% to 34% o f 
teachers in Iowa and Kansas respectively felt paraeducators should not be certified.
W ritten job descriptions were reported by Iowa paraeducators, teachers, and 
administrators at the 42%, 32%, and 66% respectively. Kansas results were 70%, 72%, 
and 53% respectively for the same groups. Vasa et al. (1982) reported that written job 
descriptions in Nebraska were at the 39%, 48%, and 50% levels for the three groups. 
These results were closer to the Iowa study results.
Vasa et aL (1982) asked administrators their criterion for selecting paraeducators 
in Nebraska. The top three categories were interpersonal skills with children, attitudes 
toward disabled children, and interpersonal skills with adults. Last on their list was 
completion o f paraeducator training. These results correspond to the results from this 
study in the top two categories selected by Iowa and Kansas administrators were attitudes 
towards students with disabilities and interpersonal skills. Similarly, this study put the 
level o f certification or permit and completion o f paraeducator training courses at the 
bottom o f the list o f criterion for selection.
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Paraeducators in this study reported that then reasons from leaving then present 
position were poor salary, no opportunity for advancement, and poor benefits. Passaro, 
Pickett, Latham, and HongBo (1994) looked at reasons given by paraeducators in North 
Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming. Reasons for leaving given by 16% o f the 
paraeducators were lack o f opportunity for advancement, poor salary, lack o f benefits, 
lack o f respect, and lack o f administrative support. Mueller (1997) reported Vermont 
paraeducators were leaving the profession because o f poor salary and lack o f 
opportunities for advancement. Salary appears to be the reason paraeducators across 
studies are leaving the profession.
Iowa and Kansas administrators reported that the instruments used in evaluation 
o f paraeducators were observation by the supervising teacher, standard evaluation forms, 
and self-evaluation. Mueller (1997) in Vermont found similar evaluation instruments 
used with the observation based on performance on the written job description.
Salzberg and Morgan (199S) reported that few colleges and universities included 
supervision o f paraeducators in their preservice teacher and administrator education 
programs. This is a  similar result as found in this study.
Recommendations for Further Study
The following recommendations for future research are based on the results o f 
this study.
1. Further research is needed to locate exemplary models for training for 
paraeducators. By examining these training programs, researchers may be able to
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identify innovative methods for training paraeducators for then1 different roles and 
responsibilities. A comprehensive system o f  training methods would have to be time and 
cost efficient for the paraeducators, as little overall impact is reported on hourly wage 
and benefit packages.
2. Research is needed to locate exemplary models for training supervising 
teachers and administrators both at the preservice and inservice levels. By identifying 
training needs, it will help prepare them to supervise and work effectively with 
paraeducators.
3. Research is needed concerning specific roles and responsibilities 
performed by paraeducators at a  variety o f grade and program type levels. This would 
establish a core o f competencies for paraeducators employed in various programs and
l e v e l s .
4. Research is needed to develop effective models for paraeducator 
supervision, given the limited amount o f scheduled time for planning with paraeducators. 
Teachers and paraeducators who are identified as particularly adept in collaborating with 
each other may provide researchers with valuable information about the partnership for 
inclusion in training programs related to paraeducator use.
5. Research needs to be conducted by local school districts, AEAs, and the 
state departments o f education to identify training needs within their locale, for not only 
paraeducators, but also the supervising teachers and administrators. This in turn could 
provide direction for state training needs.
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6. Given the paraeducators’ number one reason for leaving the field as salary 
and benefits, research needs to be conducted into potential funding sources and 
incentives for training for the paraeducators and local school districts.
Discussion and Conclusions
The results o f this study will add to the growing body o f knowledge regarding 
paraeducators working with students with special needs. Conclusions based upon the 
results o f this study include the areas o f  (a) background data; (b) roles and 
responsibilities; (c) training; and (d) policies and procedures in the areas o f employment, 
supervision, and evaluation.
Background Data
1. Almost all paraeducators are females between the ages o f36-55 years.
They have at least a high school diploma and have worked in their present position seven 
to eight years.
2. The paraeducators have few other responsibilities outside o f being a 
paraeducator and generally work over 30 hours in a typical week.
3. Eighty-five percent o f paraeducators in Kansas and 20% o f paraeducators 
in Iowa hold a license o f some kind. In Kansas, 70% were licensed in the area o f 
paraeducation.
4. Almost all teachers are females who have worked 7-12 years in their 
present position—longer in Iowa.
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5. Regular education teachers and special education teachers participated in
the research.
6. Almost all administrators were males between the ages o f 36-55 years and 
have been in their current positions 7-9 years.
7. Principals had building sizes that varied and Kansas principals supervised 
8.49 more regular education teachers, 2.15 more special education teachers, and 2.42 
more paraeducators.
8. Iowa administrators classified their districts as rural in more cases than 
Kansas (73% in Iowa; 40% in Kansas).
Roles and Responsibilities
1. Paraeducators and teachers were generally serving students with learning 
disabilities, emotional/behavior concerns, and mild to moderate disabilities at all three 
levels: (a) Level 1—resource room, (b) Level 2—special class with integration, and (c) 
Level 3-self-contained class.
2. All paraeducators held responsibilities in the areas o f instructional 
support, behavior management support, diagnostic support, classroom organization, and 
personal assistance.
3. The responsibilities that paraeducators and teachers agreed were most 
appropriate for paraeducators were in the area o f instructional support. The 
responsibilities that were determined not to be appropriate for paraeducators to be
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performing were in the area o f  personal care assistance. Paraeducators hi the two states 
disagreed in only seven out o f 45 areas and teachers in only three areas o f what were 
appropriate responsibilities.
4. The skill/comfort level o f paraeducators in performing these 
responsibilities generally fell into the 4.00 or above on a  5.00 scale for all ratings. Iowa 
paraeducators and teachers agreed more often on the rating o f 4.50 or higher compared to 
Kansas paraeducators and teachers about the skill/comfort level o f paraeducators.
5. Paraeducators disagreed significantly on their skill/comfort level in the 
areas o f monitoring student progress, assisting in developing IEPs, and checking on 
assistive devices. Teachers disagreed significantly in the areas o f reinforcing concepts 
taught by the teacher and handling emergency situations.
Training
1. Training o f paraeducators happened in Iowa in less than 50% o f the school 
districts. Iowa paraeducators received on-the-job training and employee orientation. 
Kansas paraeducators received (a) on-the-job training; (b) employee orientation; (c) 
general information about paraeducator work; (d) general training about learners, training 
specific to their work; (e) behavior management; (f) peer mentoring; and (g) 
communication with adults and learners.
2. Paraeducators, teachers, and administrators felt the training received was 
sufficient.
3. The existence o f certification requirements for paraeducators was 
confusing for paraeducators in both states.
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4. Fifty percent o f paraeducators felt that certification should be required and 
would attend training if there was no cost involved to them. Teachers felt stronger about 
the certification being required prior to employment. Administrators felt paraeducators 
should not be required to be certified.
5. Paraeducators felt that training would have no impact on their job in Iowa. 
In Kansas, the impact was that on-going training determined an increase hi salary. 
Teachers in Iowa felt the impact would be in the work assigned and supervision needed 
while Kansas teachers felt there would be an increase in salary for the paraeducator. 
Administrators in both states felt the impact o f training would be the determination o f 
work assigned.
6. On-going training throughout the paraeducator’s career would be most 
desirable with training coming from AEAs/Area Service Centers and local school 
districts.
7. Advantages of having a certified paraeducator would be the guarantee that 
the paraeducator would have the skills and knowledge required to fulfill the job 
responsibilities. The major disadvantage was there would be no impact on salary, 
benefits, or job duties.
Policies and Procedures in the Areas o f Employment. Supervision, and Evaluation
1. Paraeducators hold licenses as paraeducators, regular education teachers, 
and special education teachers.
2. Paraeducators have job titles—in Iowa it is most likely to be educational 
aide or educational associate. In Kansas, it is most likely to be paraprofessional.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
243
3. Written job descriptions exist in less than 50% o f school districts in Iowa 
and in over 70% o f school districts in Kansas.
4. Less than one half o f the written job descriptions actually describe what 
the paraeducator does. Missing sections include: (a) expectations about learners, (b) 
specific work assignments and duties, (c) amount o f unsupervised work, and (d) 
relationship with the licensed staff.
5. The three most common administrative structures in place in school 
districts include evaluation procedures, salary schedules, and contracts. Structures not in 
place (in less than one third o f the school districts) include specific competencies for 
employment, training needs assessment, and career ladders.
6. The top three characteristics o f paraeducators as determined by teachers 
and administrators are adaptability, dependability, and cooperation.
7. The criterion that teachers and administrators look for in paraeducators is 
interpersonal skills and attitudes towards students with disabilities. The least important 
criterion for employment was completion o f paraeducator training.
8. Longevity determines placement on pay scales although in Kansas, 
inservice participation, prior training, and continuing education also play a  large part in 
placement.
9 . Beginning hourly wages for paraeducators were in the $5 to $7 range, 
w ith  m axim um  hourly wages in the $ 7  to $ 9  range. Benefits include sick leave and 
personal days. Iowa paraeducators are more likely to receive health insurance and 
Kansas paraeducators are more likely to have the opportunity to buy into insurance.
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10. The main reason for paraeducators to leave then job is poor salary and
benefits.
11. The majority o f teachers have one or two paraeducators to supervise with 
no scheduled planning time together without the students. Kansas paraeducators are 
more likely to have the planning time with salary compensation.
12. Administrators folt the LEA should establish training guidelines for 
paraeducators.
13. The most common way to determine training given by administrators was 
providing input to staff development teams.
14. Paraeducators in Iowa were evaluated 68% o f the time by the building 
principal with no input from the supervising teacher. Kansas paraeducators were 
evaluated 98% o f the time by the special education teacher with a large to moderate 
amount o f input from the administrator.
15. The instruments used for evaluations o f paraeducators included 
observations by supervising teachers, standard evaluation forms, and self evaluation.
16. Teachers and administrators did not receive any training in college 
preservice or by the school districts on training, utilizing, and evaluating paraeducators.
17. The majority o f paraeducators extremely like being paraeducators with the 
biggest concern being salary. The majority o f  teachers extremely or moderately enjoy 
working with paraeducators. The majority o f  administrators moderately enjoy 
supervising paraeducators.
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Implications
Several issues have surfaced stemming from this research study. Each will be 
addressed separately in this section.
In today’s schools, paraeducators are technicians who are compared to their 
counterparts in law and medicine, paralegals and paramedics, ft is necessary to compare 
definitions and training o f these three groups o f“paras.”
According to Pickett and Gerlach (1997), paraeducators are employees whose 
positions are either instructional in nature or who deliver other direct o r indirect services 
to children, youth, and/or their parents. Further, paraeducators work under the 
supervision o f teachers and other professional staff who have the ultimate responsibility 
o f the design, implementation, and evaluation o f instructional programs and student 
progress.
The National Center for Paralegal Training defines the paralegal as “qualified 
through education, training, or work experience, who are employed or retained by a 
lawyer, law office, or government agency. . .  in a capacity o f function which involves 
the performance, under the direction and supervision o f an attorney” (National Center for 
Paralegal, 1999, p. 1). In order to obtain a  paralegal certification, a person has to 
successfully complete 29 quarter credits o f  study.
Emergency Training Services (1999) describes a paramedic as a health care 
provider trained in the emergency care o f  patients who suffer from sudden illness or 
injury. The paramedic is trained in emergency medical services and functions in the
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prehospital environment under the direction o f  a  physician. The training consists o f 
1,300 hours over the course o f  nine months to one year.
All three o f  these “para” positions deliver services directly to people/clients and 
work under the supervision o f  professional staff who have the ultimate responsibility for 
the procedure. The difference between the paraeducators and the paralegal and 
paramedic is the training aspect. The certification process is a step which could facilitate 
that training, but until the time comes when training is more available, required, and/or 
paraeducators are compensated in accordance to their training, the training gap will still 
exist between paraeducators, paralegals, and paramedics.
A second issue dealt with whether inclusionary settings had an impact on the 
number o f paraeducators and the use o f paraeducators in different types o f service levels, 
classroom types, and class size. A comparison o f  state regulations for special education 
class size was made between Iowa and Kansas.
Within Iowa, agencies may choose to use one o f two instructional service 
systems. The first uses the program models and related requirements described in Iowa 
Code 281-41.84(1) for delivering instructional services, or the development process 
described in Iow a Code 281-41.84(2) for creating a  delivery system o f instructional 
services.
With the program model and delivery methods in Iowa, the agency provides 
instructional services within certain classroom types. The first is a  resource teaching 
program, with a  m axim um  class size o f 18 students at both the elementary and secondary
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levels. The special class with integration program has a maximum class size o f 12 
students at the elementary level and 15 students at the secondary level. The self- 
contained special class with little integration program has a maximum class size o f eight 
students at the elementary level and ten students at the secondary level.
Local education agencies in Iowa may elect to use the development process for 
creating a system for delivering instructional services. This system is abbreviated to 
DDISDS—District Developed Instructional Services Delivery System. Under this model, 
the DDISDS plan is written by LEA and AEA staff, parents, and community members. It 
is then approved by the AEA Director o f Special Education and the LEA school board. 
The DDISDS plan must describe “how the caseloads o f special education teachers will be 
determined and regularly monitored to ensure that the IEPs o f eligible individuals are 
able to be folly implemented” (Iowa, 1995, p. 33). Under this system, maximum class 
sizes may vary according to each local plan.
Kansas State Regulations for Special Education (1996) dictates the class size and 
caseload limitations for students with mental retardation in the primary as 8 to 12 
students and in the secondary as 12 to 15 students, each increased by three with one or 
more paraprofessionals. For programs serving students with behavior disorders, the 
resource room may service 12, with no more than 8 at any one time and increased to 16 
with one or more paraprofessionals. The special classroom may serve eight, increased to 
ten with a paraprofessional. Classrooms serving students with learning disabilities may 
have 18 students, with no more than 10 at one time. This number can be increased to 22
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with one or more paraprofessionals. h i the special classroom, 10 students may be served 
with an increase to 14 with one or more paraprofessionals.
In the comparison o f  class size and models, Iowa and Kansas vary little between 
numbers which can be served within the traditional models. Inclusionary settings class 
sizes were not distinguished in either state for the use o f  paraeducators. The difference 
exists in that Kansas stated how class sizes and caseloads would increase with the use o f 
paraeducators. Kansas State regulations (91-12-61) further state that a  focal education 
agency shall not assign more paraprofessionals to an approved special teacher than can 
be adequately supervised by that special teacher. A paraprofessfonal in Kansas may be 
assigned to assist in a general education program when one o r more students with 
exceptionalities are included in that program, if the paraprofessfonal is assigned to and 
supervised by a special teacher. Kansas regulations were more specific as to the use o f 
paraprofessionals in special education. The research results from this study will be 
shared with the Iowa Department o f Education and they need to be considered as the 
Department investigates the issues surrounding paraeducators.
The third issue to be addressed is what does this research mean to agencies 
dealing with paraeducators. The preservice training for teachers and administrators in the 
areas o f training, utilizing, and evaluating paraeducators occurred for less than 15% of 
the people surveyed. These people are in direct charge ofhow  a paraeducator functions 
in the educational setting. Colleges and universities need to incorporate the topic o f 
paraeducators into the preservice curriculum for all individuals in education. The
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chances o f supervising and/or working with a paraeducator in today’s schools is likely. 
The topic can not just be hit on a one-class basis o f dealing with other school personnel. 
Administrators and teachers need the skills o f deciding and providing training, and 
making sure administrative structures like written job descriptions, effective evaluation 
instruments, and scheduled planning tune reflect what is best for the students are in 
place. This has to be provided before the teachers and administrators enter the 
classroom, but also on-going throughout the experience.
The AEAs and community colleges need to locate exemplary models for training 
paraeducators, teachers, and administrators in the general aspects o f appropriate roles and 
responsibilities for various classroom and student situations. Further, training in 
effective models for supervising and building communication and partnerships among 
the adults must be investigated. This training also must be on going, not a one time, 
beginning o f employment training situation.
LEAs need to review all policies and procedures dealing with paraeducators. The 
written job description needs to describe what the paraeducators actually does including 
expectations about learners, specific work assignments and duties, and training available 
and required. Scheduled planning time, without students, between the teacher and 
paraeducator needs to be built into the schedule if accommodations for students and skill 
development are to be the outcome o f the partnership. Instruments for evaluation o f the 
paraeducators and the overall teaming relationship need to be in place and utilized.
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Feedback for improvement for both the paraeducator and teacher is the goal o f evaluation 
and that is less likely to happen if  the evaluation does not take place on a  systematic 
basis.
Teachers and administrators need to spotlight the work being done by the 
paraeducators to the school boards and community members. Pay scales and benefit 
packages for paraeducators need to reflect inservice participation, prior training, and 
continuing education. Funding sources need to be sought by LEAs so incentives can be 
provided to keep the trained paraeducator working with the students with special needs. 
Funding sources need to be sought by the AEAs, community colleges, and universities so 
training for paraeducators can be arranged at a  convenient time and is cost efficient for 
the person seeking the training. The best possible paraeducators, paraeducator and 
teacher teams and administrators is not the responsibility o f just one agency—Together 
We Can Make it Happen!
This last issue deals with the data found in this research study as interpreted by 
this researcher considering personal perspectives surrounding the use o f  paraeducators 
working with students with special needs. This researcher came from a working 
background o f supervising, training, and working with paraeducators.
The data suggested that the paraeducators, whether certified or not, generally had 
a variety o f roles and responsibilities assigned to them. Further, they felt comfortable 
performing these tasks, especially tasks in the instructional support area. Teachers 
agreed that the paraeducators were skilled in these tasks.
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That data suggested training received by paraeducators in the local school district 
varied greatly, but was considered sufficient by the paraeducators, teachers, and 
administrators. The majority o f the training came from on-the-job work with the
supervising teacher.
The data results suggest that paraeducators, teachers, and administrators involved 
with this study were generally pleased with what is happening with the paraeducators 
working with students with special needs. It is believed by this researcher that the results 
were a reflection o f the seven to eight years o f experience reported by the paraeducators 
and the 7 to 12 years o f experience reported by the teachers. In addition, the results 
would vary in the areas o f  roles, responsibilities, skill, and comfort level for beginning 
paraeducators and beginning teachers.
This researcher has conducted numerous training sessions for paraeducators with 
less than two years experience, for paraeducators dealing with academic and behavior 
issues, and for paraeducator and teacher teams. Each o f these groups has suggested that 
the additional training was necessary and helpful to the job paraeducators were doing.
The paraeducators that the researcher supervised were involved with all aspects of 
planning and presenting future training opportunities for themselves and others in the 
area.
Although the data suggested that training did not play a big part in the skill and 
comfort level o f the paraeducators, this researcher believes that training is a vital part. 
Paraeducators have not always had an increase in salary for their training background.
This researcher feels that as paraeducators indicated, additional training increased the
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opportunity to feel better about the job they were performing. This could result in a 
lower turnover rate with paraeducators and teachers feeling more comfortable and 
skilled.
This researcher believes the reason for the growth in use o f  paraeducators reflects 
the changes taking place in schools. Economic pressures and student needs have forced 
schools to look for ways to provide cost-effective, high-quality help for students.
It would be great to look back to the time when one teacher could take care o f all 
o f  the students’ needs in the classroom. The complexity o f today’s teaching 
environment, as well as the acceleration in research and technology has forced a more 
team-oriented approach to schools with a group o f people with professional and general 
skills who work together. Paraeducators have a tremendous amount o f expertise to 
contribute for the betterment o f the student with special needs. As one paraeducator in 
this study commented, “Hopefully, I will have been a ‘helping hand’ in their journey 
through life.”
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State
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
f"nnta<-t Pcrsonfs) Credentialing System Response
Sharon A. Fox, Education Specialist 
Compliance and Policy Development 
Special Education Services 
Department o f Education 
Gordon Persons Building 
Montgomery, AL 36130-3901
Dr. Shirley J. Holloway 
Commissioner o f Education 
801 West 10* Street, Suite 200 
Juneau. AK 99801-1894 No
Yes—in effect since 
early 1970s for all 
paras
Julie Coosawau, CSPD Coordinator 
Arizona Department o f  Education 
Special Education Division 
1535 West Jefferson
Phoenix, ZA 85007 No
Diane Sydoriak 
Director o f Special Education 
Arkansas Department o f  Education 
Room 105C #4
State Capitol Mall Yes—internet training
Little Rock, AR 72201-1071 No package
Mary Sandy
CA Commission on Teacher
Credentialing
1812 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814 No
Faye Gibson
Colorado Department o f  Education 
Special Education 
201 East Colfax 
Denver, CO 80203
Alma Exley, Program Manager
Connecticut State Department of
Education
P.O. Box 2219
Hartford, CT 06145
Kathy Riggs 
18 Leonard Farm Way 
Wethersfield, CT 06007
No
No—Recruitment 
system with higher 
education to skilled 
paras. Task force 
report in 1990. Little 
done because o f fiscal 
crisis
Yes—called. Cathy Riggs. 
Conference
Dr. fin's T. Metts
Delaware Department o f  Education 
Twonsend Building #279
Federal and Lockerman Streets Yes—in effect since Yes—three levels; 15-60
Dover, D E 19901 early 1970s hours
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State
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Contact Percents! Credentialing System
Elizabeth DeVore No—Task force in mid
Florida Department o f Education 1980s; nothing done
325 West Gaines Street because o f  lack o f
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0477 funding
Sharon Mcinhardt, Coordinator Yes—two-tiered
Georgia Department o f Education system applies to all
I9S2 Twin Towers East paras. Revised in
Atlanta, GA 30334-5040 1980s
Bert Itoga 
RISE Program 
4967 Kilauea Avenue 
Honolulu, HI 96816
Renee Chang
Recruitment and Examination Division
Department o f Human Resources
235 South Beretania Street
Honolulu, HI 96813 No
Darroil K- Loasle
Associate State Superintendent
Idaho Department of Eduation
Jordan Office Building
Boise, ID 83720 No
Dr. Joseph A  Spagnoio. Jr.
Dlinois Board of Education 
100 North First Street 
Springfield, IL 62777
Bill Boomer
Department o f Special Education Yes-in effect since
Western Illinois University early 1970s for all
Vfacomb, IL 61455 paras
Gwen K. Chesterfield 
8030 Warbler Way
Indianapolis, IN 46256 No
No
Phyllis Kelly
Coordinator Education Outcomes 
Special Education Administration 
Kansas State Board of Education 
120 SE Tenth Avenue 
Topeka. KS 66612
Yes—three tiered 
system in effect since 
mid 1970s. Applies 
to special education 
only
Response
Yes—no guide; LSD do
From Pickett Para and 
aide training hours
Yes (2)—referred 
elsewhere
Yes—called. No 
requirements, gave salary 
and numbers
Yes—training required
Yes—guidelines proposed 
in 1997
From Pickett; based on 
college hours. Yes— 
guidelines
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State
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Contact Penonfs) Credentialing System
Dr. Wilmer S. Cody 
Kentucky Department o f Education 
Capitol Plaza Tower 
500 Mero Street 
Frankfort, KY 40601
Virginia Beridon 
Louisiana State Department of 
Education 
P.O. Box 94064 
Baton Rouge, La 70804-9064
Joan Morin 
647 Riverside Drive 
R. R. #1, Box 16 
Augusta, ME 04330
Dr. Nancy S. Grasmicfc 
Maryland Department o f Education 
200 West Baltimore Street 
Baltimore, MD 21201 No
Mary-Beth Fafard 
Associate Commissioner 
Massachusetts Department of Ed.
1385 Hancock Street
Quincy. MA 02169 No
Arthur E. Ellis
Michigan Department o f  Education 
608 West Allegan Street 
Fourth Roor 
Lansing, MI 48933
Sandra Laham 
Macomb Intermediate Unit 
44001 Garfield Road
Mount Clemons, Ml 48044 No
Barbara Jo Stahl
Minnesota Department o f Education 
550 Cedar Street
St. Paul, MN 55102 No
Dr. Tom Burnham 
Mississippi State Department of Ed.
550 High Street 
Room 501
Jackson, MS 39201 No
No
No—had three tiered 
system in 1980s. No 
longer is in effect
Yes—three tiered 
system for all paras
Response
Yes—job descriptions
Yes—survey results. 
Special education 
guidelines for number of 
paras
From Pickett. Based on 
hours and years.
Yes—task force report 
recommendation. No 
para certification.
Yes—no guidelines
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Stale
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
Contact Personfs) Credentialing System Response
Sharon Rusk
Missouri State Department of Ed.
P.O. Box 480 
Jefferson City, MO 65102
Judy Cunningham
Special Education Dissemination Cntr.
University o f Missouri 
401 East Stewart Road
Columbia. MO No Yes—15 hours o f  training
Susan Bailey
Office o f Public Instruction 
State Capitol
Helena. MT 59620 No
Carol McClain and Mary Ann Losh 
Nebraska State Department of Ed.
Box 94987 
Lincoln, NE 68509
Stanley Vasa
3 18J Barkley Center
University of Nebraska
Lincoln. NE 68583-0732 No
Mary L. Peterson
Nevada Department o f Education
700 East Fifth Street
Carson City, NV 89710 No Yes—no guidelines
Stephanie Powers
Office o f  Education Innovation
Concord Center Yes-three tiered
Ten Ferry Street system in effect since
Concord, NH 03301 1971
Dr. Leo F. KJagholz 
New Jersey Department of Education 
100 River View Plaza, CN500 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0500
Kathryn Joy
New Mexico Department of Education
300 Don Gasper
Sante Fe, NM 87501-2786
No
Yes—two tiered 
system in effect since 
early 1970s
Yes—approval requires 
Superintendent review
From Pickett. Three 
levels—hours, 
superintendent statement 
of competencies. Y es- 
same
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State
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Contact Personfs) Credentialing System
Mr. Richard P. Mills 
New York Education Department 
111 Education Building 
89 Washington Avenue 
Albany, NY 1223*
Mr. Richard P. Mills 
New York Education Department 
111 Education Building 
89 Washington Avenue 
Albany, NY 12234
Fred Bears
North Carolina Department o f Ed- 
301 North Wilmington 
Raleigh, NC 27601-2825
Richard White
Department o f Teaching Specialities 
University ofNorth Carolina 
Charlotte, NC 28223 No
Jan Schemke, Coordinator 
Department o f Public Instruction 
State Capitol 
Tenth R oot 
Bismarck. ND 58505
Demetrios Vassiliou, Director
Department o f Special Education
Minot State University
500 University Avenue West
Minot, ND 58702 No
Dr. John M. Goff 
Ohio Department o f Education 
65 South Front Street 
Room 810
Columbus, OH 43215-4183
Robbie Wale. CSPD Coordinator 
Oklahoma Department o f  Education 
2500 North Lincoln 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 No
Ms. Norma Paulus
Oregon Department o f Education
255 Capitol Street NE
Salem, OR 97310-0203 No
Yes—in effect since 
early 1970s for all 
paras
Yes—two tiered 
system in effect since 
early 1970s
Response
Yes—aide and assistant
Two Internet training 
modules. Yes—task force
Yes—permit
Yes—registry guidelines, 
training packet for 
multiple disabilities and
deafTblind
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State
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Contact Penan Credentialing System Response
Dr. Eugene W. Hickok, Jr.
Pennsylvania Department o f Education 
333 Market Street 
Tenth Floor
Harrisburg, PA 171264)333 
Michael Thew
Lincoln Intermediate Unit #12 
P.O. Box 70
New Oxford, PA 17250 No Yes-only definitions
Diane Devine
Rhode Island State Department o f Ed- 
22 Hayes Street
Providence, R1 02908 No Yes-LSD: do own
Dr. Barbara S. Nielsen
South Carolina Department o f Ed.
1006 Rutledge Building 
1429 Senate Street
Columbia, SC 29201 No
Ms. Karen L. Schaack
South Dakota Department o f Education
700 Governors Drive
Pierre, SD 57501-2291 No Yes-no guidelines
Dr. Ada Jane Walters 
Tennessee Department of Education 
Sixth Floor, Gateway Plaza 
710 Janies Robertson Parkway 
Nashville, TN 37243-0375
Dr. Michael A. Moses 
Texas Education Agency 
William B. Travis Building 
1701 North Congress Avenue 
Austin, TX 78701-1494
Dr. Scott W. Bean 
Utah State Office of Education 
250 East 500 South 
Salt Lake City,UT 84111
No
Internet—three tiered 
Yes—in effect since based on training. Yes-
early 1980s. Local recent legislation. Yes—
options prevail tuition, foes
No-three year project
in 1992 to pilot test Yes—April. 1995
guidelines proposed guidelines
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State
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Contact Person Credentialing System
Linda Whelan
Vermont Department of Education 
120 State Street 
Montpelier, VT 05602
Jill Crosson
Office of the Superintendent, WSSU 
Jacksonville, VT 05342
Pat Mueller
499C Waterman Building 
University o f Vermont 
Burlington, VT05405
Dr. Richard T. LaPointe 
Virginia Department o f Education 
P.O. Box 2120 
Richmond, VA23218
Dr. Teresa Bergeson 
Washington Department o f Public 
Instruction
Old Capital Building 
P.O. Box 47200 
Olympia, WA 98504-7200
Kent Gerlach 
Department o f Education 
Pacific Lutheran University 
Tacoma Wa 98447
Dr. Henry R. Marockie 
West Virginia Department of 
Education
1900 Kanawha Buile East 
Building Six, Room B-358 
Charleston, WV 25305
Mr. John T. Benson
Wisconsin Department of Public
Instruction
125 South Webster Street 
P.O. Box 7841 
Madison, WI53702
Ms. Judy Catchpole
Wyoming Department o f Public
Instruction
2300 Capitol Avenue
Second Floor, Hathaway Building
Cheyenne, WY 82002-0050
No—System in effect 
1973 -1982
No
No
No—standards for new 
title for two tiered 
svstem
Yes—special 
education only
No
Response
Yes
Yes—no guidelines
Internet—Standards 
Washington SEA 
endorses
Yes—one time license at 
four levels
Yes—five year license. 
Only fee and letter from 
superintendent
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Kansas Mandate 91-12-61 f19961 Paraprofessionals in Special Education
(a) A person shall not be employed as a paraprofessional unless the person:
( 1) Has completed an orientation session addressing the services to be 
provided and the policies and procedures o f the local education agency 
concerning special education; o r
(2) Possesses a paraprofessional I, II, o r III permit.
(b) A special education paraprofessional shall not:
(1) Be solely responsible for a  special education instructional or related 
service;
(2) Be responsible for selecting or administering formal diagnostic or 
psychological instruments o r for interpreting the results o f those 
instruments;
(3) Be responsible for selecting, programming or prescribing educational 
activities or materials for the students without the supervision and guidance 
o f the teacher;
(4) Be solely responsible for preparing lesson plans or initiating original 
concept instruction;
(5) Be assigned to implement the individual education program for disabled 
students without direct supervision and involvement from the professional;
(6) Be employed in lieu o f certified special education personnel;
(7) Be used as a  substitute teacher, unless the parapro fessional possesses the 
appropriate Kansas certification;
(8) Be enrolled as an elementary or secondary school student; or
(9) Perform nursing procedures or administer medications without appropriate 
supervision from an approved health care professional.
(c)
(1) A paraprofessional may be assigned to assist in a general education 
program when one or more students with exceptionalities are included in 
that program, if  the paraprofessional is assigned to and supervised by a 
special teacher who meets the requirements in K.A.R. 91-12-22 (w ) (1) 
through (4).
(2) A local education agency shall not assign more paraprofessionals to an 
approved special teacher than can be adequately supervised by that special 
teacher. When an assigned special teacher is not present, a designated 
principal or teacher may supervise a  paraprofessional. A local education 
agency shall not assign a paraprofessional to more than two special 
teachers for supervisory purposes.
(3) Except for paraprofessionals providing supervised occupational, physical or 
speech therapy, any paraprofessional assigned to a professional may work 
with an exceptional child when the professional is not in the building only if 
the professional works directly with both that child and the 
paraprofessional at least twice each week. Any paraprofessional providing
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supervised occupational or physical therapy must receive direct supervision 
by a  professional occupational or physical therapist twice each month. If  
the professional therapist is not present each day, the paraprofessional shall 
be assigned to, and supervised by, a designated principal or teacher.
(4 ) A  special teacher shall supervise any paraprofessional who is a ss ign ed  to a
learning site that is o ff school property. The special teacher shall work 
with the paraprofessional and the student at least twice a  week.
(d)
(1) Each local education agency shall adopt and have on file, a  plan for 
inservice training for special education instructional paraprofessionals.
Each local education agency shall prepare and maintain for a period o f  at 
least three years documentation o f  the annual inservice training provided 
for special education instructional paraprofessionals.
(2) Each inservice training program shall include the following:
(A) An orientation session at the beginning o f each school year or at the 
time that a paraprofessional is employed during the school year; and
(B) Inservice training specifically related to the area and type o f 
program in which the special education instructional 
paraprofessional is employed.
(3) Each inservice training program may include up to five clock hours 
annually o f  on-the-job learning experiences which are:
(A) Related to the assignment o f the particular paraprofessional; and
(B) Planned and provided by the special teacher.
( e )  Each local education agency shall:
(1) Provide each special education instructional paraprofessional not less than 
20 clock hours o f inservice training per school year. The 20 clock hours o f 
inservice training may be prorated according to the length o f employment 
for any special education instructional paraprofessional who is not 
employed for a full school year; or
(2) Allow each special education instructional paraprofessional to substitute 
two or more credit hours o f related college coursework for the inservice 
training specified in paragraph (1).
(f)
(1) The requirement for a  paraprofessional I permit shall be participation in at 
least four inservice sessions totaling at least 20 clock hours o f inservice 
training per school year.
(2) The requirements for a  paraprofessional II permit shall be:
(A) Two years experience as an instructional paraprofessional;
(B) Completion of:
(0 30 semester college hours o f approved academic work;
(ii) An equivalent 450 clock hours o f  approved inservice
training; or
(iif) A combination o f (I) and (if) totaling 450 clock hours; and
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(C) Participation in at least four inservice sessions totaling at least 20
clock hours o f inservice training per school year.
(3) The requirements for a  paraprofessional [II permit shall be:
(A) Three years experience as an instructional paraprofessional;
(B) Completion of:
(0 60 semester college hours o f approved academic work;
(ii) An associate degree from an approved training program for 
instructional paraprofessionals;
(iii) A certificate from an approved training program for 
instructional paraprofessionals from a vocational technical 
school;
(iv) An equivalent 900 clock hours o f approved inservice 
training; or
(v) A combination o f  (I) to (iii) totaling 900 clock hours o f 
approved inservice training; and
(C) Participation in at least four inservice sessions totaling at least 20
clock hours o f inservice training per school year.
(Authorized by and implementing K.S.A. 72-963: 
effective May 1,1983; 
amended May I, 1985; 
amended May I, 1986; 
amended July I, 1990; 
amended June 29, 1992; 
amended June 1, 1993; 
amended March 8,1996.)
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Examples o f Duties for Paraeducator Positions
These examples might be used to develop job descriptions for different paraprofessional 
positions. (Iowa Department o f Education, 1997, p. 35)
General Paraeducator Duties
The general paraeducator’s duties could consist o f
1. Bus duty (e.g. assisting drivers and student with adaptive equipment and 
monitoring the physical welfare o f children and youth);
2. Escorting children and youth from classrooms to resource rooms and other 
programs;
3. Supervising playgrounds, lunchrooms, study halls;
4. Operating audio-visual and office equipment;
5. Recording attendance, maintaining records and other clerical tasks;
6. Assisting children and youth with personal and hygienic care;
7. Preparing training materials and maintaining supplies;
8. Setting up and maintaining classroom equipment and learning center;
9. Reinforcing lessons initiated by the teacher.
Instructional Paraeducator Duties
The instructional paraeducator’ duties could consist of:
1. Tutoring individual children and youth using instructional objective and lessons 
developed by the teacher;
2. Assisting with supplementary work for children and youth and supervising 
independent study;
3. Administering classroom assessment instruments (spelling tests, etc.), scoring 
objective tests and written papers, and keeping appropriate records for teachers;
4. Assisting the teacher in observing, recording and charting behavior;
5. Implementing behavioral management strategies - using the same emphasis and 
techniques as the teacher;
6. Assisting the teacher with crisis problems and discipline;
7. Assisting with the preparation o f materials for use in specific instructional 
programs;
8. Attending staff or IEP meetings at the request o f the teacher, parent or 
administrative personnel.
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Transition/Work Experience Paraeducator Duties 
A transition/work experience paraeducator’s duties could consist of:
1. Consulting with teachers and vocational specialist to assist with the design o f 
individual transitional programs;
2. Developing instructional strategies (under the supervision o f  a  professional 
practitioner) to teach students to perform a  job as specified by the employer;
3. Supervising children and youth in community centered learning environments;
4. Familiarizing employers and other members o f  the community with the special 
needs o f  the children and youth;
5. Recording and sharing information about student performance and progress 
with professional practitioners;
6. Maintaining records about student attendance and other information required 
by the district or employer;
7. Preparing children and youth to live and work independently in the community 
by assisting them to learn to use public transportation, shop, participate in recreational and 
social activities;
8. Providing information about resources and support services to children and 
youth and their parents that will enhance transition to the adult world;
9. Attending IEP and other staff meetings.
Media Paraeducator Duties 
A media paraeducator’s duties could consist of:
1. Repairing and maintaining audio visual equipment;
2. Operating computer circulation system;
3. Maintaining print and software collections;
4. Assisting children and youth with research and computer applications;
5. Assisting media specialist with operations o f  media center.
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Roles and Responsibilities o f  Paraeducators
Lamont and Hill (1991) proposed the following roles and responsibilities o f 
paraeducators:
A. Instructional Support
1. Reinforce concepts presented by the teacher
2. Listen to student read
3. Supervise independent or small group work
4. Help students work on assignments
5. Read to students
6. Help students select library books
7. Modify written material
8. Practice drill activities
9. Carry out prescribed speech/language programs
10. Supervise students during lunch/recess
11. Supervise during specific activities (e.g., PE)
12. Supervise class (teacher out o f room)
13. Function as a  substitute teacher (teacher absent)
14. Work with minimal supervision from teacher
15. Develop learning activities independently
16. Alter curriculum (e.g., simplify, substitute)
17. Accompany students on field trips
18. Provide instruction in augmentative communication (e.g., computer, signing)
19. Assist pupils with corrections
B. Behavior Management Support
1. Assist teacher developing behavior modification program
2. Monitor student progress
3. Provide feedback to students
4. Deal with aggressive and self-abusive behavior
5. Provide emotional support for students
C. Diagnostic Support
1. Administer informal assessments
2. Correct assigned activities
3. Observe and record progress
4. Administer formal tests
5. Score formal tests
6. Assist teacher in developing IEPs
7. Confer with counselors, parents, etc.
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D. Classroom Organization
1. Make instructional materials
2. Develop learning centers
3. Manage learning centers
4. Prepare displays/bulletin boards
5. Locate instructional materials
6. Complete daily records
7. Perform routine maintenance tasks
8. Provide routine clerical tasks
9. Operate audio-visual equipment
E. Personal Care Assistance
1. Assist mobility unpaired students
2. Feed students who need assistance
3. Assist student in toileting
4. Provide/supervise catheterization
5. Assist students in dressing
6. Assist students in bathing
7. Administer medication
8. Check assistive devices
9. Dispense first aid
10. Handle emergency situations
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Paraeducator Evaluation Form
N am e___
Evaluator
Room Served. 
Date
Instructions: Complete the following paraeducator evaluation form. The rating scale o f  I to 5 is used 
with I being low and 5 being high. Make narrative comments where they would be 
appropriate in evaluating the paraeducator. (NA refers to not applicable.)
I. Rapport/Interpersonal Skills
1. Rapport with children
2. Communication with supervising teacher
3. Communication with other staff m embers
4. Communication with parents o f  children
II. Personal Characteristics
1. Initiative and work habits
2. Interest and enthusiasm for the job
3. Friendliness and cooperativeness
4. Self-control in stress situations
III. Performance
1. General assistance to  the teacher
a. Student supervision and monitoring
b. Attendance taking, etc.
c. Recordkeeping o f  student progress
d. Operation o f multimedia equipment
e. Operation o f word processing equipment
f . Bulletin board assistance
2. Instructional assistance
a. Instructional skills
b. Group supervision and instruction
1. small group (1-5)
2. large group (5 or more)
c. Behavior management
d. Observation o f  student performance
e. Reporting information to teacher
IV. General Observations
1. Carries out assigned responsibilities
2. Follows ethical guidelines
3. Takes part inservice opportunities
4. Is punctual
5. Carries out student learning contracts
High
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
Low
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
Comments:
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Evaluation Checklist for Supervision o f Paraeducators
The following checklist is designed to evaluate the quality o f supervisory policies and 
practices for paraeducators (Pickett & Gerlach, 1997, p. 249).
I. Are there district and/or building policies and procedures present?
______  Policies on supervisory procedures and responsibilities?
 Time in daily/weekly schedules for team meetings?
______ Guidelines for functional (informal) assessment?
______  Criteria for formal (annual) performance evaluations?
______  Procedures for conducting paraeducator evaluations?
  Plans for structured inservice linked to on-the-job training?
II. Does the supervising professional do the following?
______  Prepare classroom and lesson plans that designate teacher and
paraeducator tasks?
______ Clarify expectations for paraeducators?
______ Observe paraeducator performance?
______  Provide ongoing on-the-job training?
______  Document meetings and topics discussed?
______  Provide flexibility and variety in assignments?
______  Provide adequate information about students needs and program goals?
  Show respect for the paraeducator?
______  Serve as a mentor for paraeducator?
III. How does the presence o f a paraeducator affect school professionals and students? Is 
there more time for the following tasks?
______  Consulting with other education and related services personnel?
______  Assessing/diagnosing student needs?
 Curriculum development?
______  Lesson and program planning?
______  Achieving student goals and objectives?
  Providing individualized attention?
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Core Competencies for Special Education Paraeducators 
To work in education and related service programs for children and youth with 
special needs, paraeducators will demonstrate:
1. an understanding o f  the value o f serving children and youth with disabilities in 
integrated settings;
2. an understanding o f differentiated staffing patterns and the distractions among 
the roles and responsibilities o f professional and paraprofessional personnel;
3. an ability to communicate with colleagues, follow instructions, and use problem 
solving and other skills that will enable them to work as effective members o f the
instructional teams;
4. a  knowledge o f legal and human rights o f children and youth with special needs
and their families;
5. an ability to practice ethical and professional standards o f conduct established 
by the agency where they are employed;
6. a sensitivity to diversity in cultural heritages, lifestyles, and value systems 
among the children, youth, and families they serve;
7. a  knowledge o f  patterns o f human development and milestones typically 
achieved at different ages; and o f risk factors that may prohibit or impede typical 
development;
8. an ability to motivate and assist children and youth with disabilities to build self­
esteem; develop interpersonal skills that will help them avoid isolation in different learning
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and living environments; and strengthen skills to become more independent by monitoring 
and controlling then behavior;
9. an ability to follow health, safety, and emergency procedures developed by the 
agency where they are employed; and an ability to use assistive technology and adaptive 
equipment and to provide the special care that infants, children/youth with disabilities may 
require (e.g., positioning, transferring, and feeding).
To work in inclusive programs for school-age students, paraeducators will 
demonstrate an ability to :
1. instruct students in academic subjects using lesson plans and instructional 
strategies developed by teacher or other professional support staff;
2. gather and record data about the performance and behavior o f individual 
students; and to confer with special and general education practitioners about students 
schedules, instructional goals, progress, and performance;
3. use developmentally and age-appropriate instructional procedures and 
reinforcement techniques; and
4. operate computers, assistive technology, and adaptive equipment that will 
enable students with disabilities and other special needs to participate more fully in general 
education (Iowa Department o f Education, 1998; Morehouse & Albright, 1991; Pickett & 
Gerlach, 1997).
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Paraeducator Policy Handbook Outline (Pickett & Gerlach, 1997, p. 251)
A. Definitions
1. Statutory provisions
2. State and district policies
B. Rationale/need for paraeducators
1. Purpose o f  position
2. Benefits for students
3. Benefits for school; Benefits for school professionals
C. Requirements for employment
1. Education (minimum levels)
2. Age (minimum)
3. Interest in working with students who have different ability levels
D. Job description
1. Position title(s) and setting(s)
2. Duties and responsibilities
3. Supervision guidelines
4 .  Evaluation procedures and criteria
E. Staff development
1. State and district training policies and standards
2. Rationale for training and Training goals/competencies
3. List o f training resources (building, district, community colleges)
4 . Types o f training: orientation, on-the-job, inservice
F. Benefits /  working conditions
1. Salary / Hours
2. Absence procedures
3. Benefits (Le., sick leave, insurance, personal leave, vacations)
G. Supervision policy
1. Definition o f supervision
2. Supervision responsibilities (role and responsibilities o f school professionals and 
administrators)
H. Evaluation procedures
1. School district policy
2. Person(s) responsible
3. Frequency o f evaluation
4 . Criteria for evaluation
5. Feedback/reporting guidelines
6. Appeal/grievance provisions
7. Dismissal procedures
I. School and emergency procedures
J. Paraeducator professional/ethical responsibilities
1. Maintaining confidentiality
2. Relationship to students
3. Relationship to supervisors, colleagues, and parents
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Suggested Code o f  Ethics
Paraeducators must demonstrate honesty, loyalty, dependability, cooperation, 
accountability, and a  willingness to learn. The following is a  suggested code o f ethics for
paraeducators:
Accepting Responsibilities
1. Engage only in instructional and non-mstructional activities for which you are 
qualified or trained.
2. Refer concerns expressed by parents, children and youth o r others to your 
supervising teacher.
3. Recognize the supervisor has the ultimate responsibility for instruction and 
management and follow the prescribed directions.
4 . Help to see the best interests o f individual children and youth are met.
5. Do not communicate progress or concerns about children and youth to parents.
6. Maintain confidentiality about all personal information and educational records 
concerning children and youth and their families.
Relationships with Children and Youth and Parents
1. Discuss a child's progress, limitations and/or educational program only with the 
supervising teacher or support staff professional in an appropriate setting.
2. Express differences o f opinion with your supervising teacher or support staff 
professional only when students are absent from the room.
3. Discuss school problems and confidential matters only with appropriate personnel.
4 . Respect the dignity, privacy and individuality o f all children and youth, parents and 
staff members.
5. Be a positive role model.
6. Do not engage in discriminatory practices based on a student's handicap, race, sex, 
cultural background or religion.
Relationship with the Teachers
1. Recognize the teacher as your supervisor.
2. Establish communication and a positive relationship with the teacher.
3. When problems cannot be resolved, utilize the school district's complaint/grievance 
procedures.
4 . Discuss concerns about the teacher or teaching methods directly with the teacher. 
Do not undermine the teacher(s), or their program(s) through gossip or side talking.
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Relationship with the School
1. Engage hi behavior management strategies, which are consistent with standards 
established by the local school district.
2. Accept responsibility for improving your skills.
3. Know and follow school policies and procedures.
4. Represent the school in a  positive manner (Iowa Department o f  Education, 1998; 
Mueller, 1996; Pickett & Gerlach, 1997; Vasa, Steckelberg, & Hoffinan, 1986).
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February 22, 1998 
Dear Superintendent:
I am undertaking a  study for my doctoral dissertation on paraeducators for students with 
special needs. The focus o f this study is to determine the roles and training o f 
paraeducators, and the policies and procedures o f supervising teachers and administrators.
This survey will ask for ideas about the “Paraeducators” in your school district. The title 
o f“Paraeducator” is in quotes because I know that there are different names for those 
who fill non-Iicensed and licensed positions and work directly with special needs learners. 
What the different names are is part o f  the information that I would like to gather. Your 
district was selected to be part o f  a sample for this statewide survey. It should take about 
15-25 minutes to complete.
Your district’s personnel responses will help me know what is the current status o f 
“Paraeducators” and what changes might be desirable concerning those positions within 
the education system. Surveys would be sent to a  contact person who is turn would 
distribute the surveys to those who are “Paraeducators”, to the educators who work with 
“Paraeducators”, and to administrators who supervise the “Paraeducators”. No individual 
or school will be identified in the results. After responses are tabulated, all questionnaires 
will be destroyed to protect confidentiality. This information will help me to improve 
education for learners ages birth through 21.
I would like to ask your permission for a  team o f a paraeducator, the teacher, and the 
administra to r to complete a survey instrument which I will send to a contact person, 
identified by you. Please complete the following sheet and return it as soon as possible in 
the enclosed self-addressed envelope.
I f  you have any questions or comments, please contact Beverly Plagge, (515) 579-6170 - 
Home; (515) 357-6114, Ext. 48 - SchooL, or e-mail: bplagge@clearlake.kl2.ia.us.
Your district personnel’s participation in this investigation is deeply appreciated and is 
vital to the success o f the study. Thank you for your valuable time and effort.
Yours in education,
Beverly Plagge
cc: Dr. Robert Decker 
Dissertation Chairperson 
UNI, Cedar Falls, Iowa
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
293
School District Name: 
Phone: ___
District Contact Person who will receive and distribute the survey instruments 
to a designated paraeducator, teacher, and administrator and collect and 
return the instruments to the researcher.
Name:____________________________________
Title:_____________________________________
Address: _________________
Phone:____________________________________
Number of Paraeducators serving Special Education Students and with what 
Level of Service:
Elementary_________
Level 1 - Resource ___
Level 2 - Special Class with Integration ____
Level 3 - Self contained ____
Secondary__________
Level 1 - Resource
Level 2 - Special Class with Integration 
Level 3 - Self-contained
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March 13, 1998 
Dear Contact Person:
[ am undertaking a  study for my doctoral dissertation on paraeducators for students with 
special needs. The focus o f this study is to determine the roles, skills and training o f 
paraeducators, and the policies and procedures o f supervising teachers and administrators.
This survey will ask for ideas about the “Paraeducators” in your school district. The title 
o f “Paraeducator” is in quotes because I  know that there are different names for those 
who fill non-licensed and licensed positions and work directly with special needs learners. 
What the different names are is part o f the information that I would like to gather. Your 
district was selected to be part o f  a sample for this statewide survey. It should take about 
15-25 minutes to complete.
Your district’s personnel responses will help me know what is the current status o f 
“Paraeducators” and what changes might be desirable concerning those positions within 
the education system. Surveys would be sent to you, a  contact person, who is turn would 
distribute the surveys to those who are “Paraeducators”, to the educators who work with 
“Paraeducators”, and to administrators who supervise the “Paraeducators”. No individual 
or school will be identified in the results. After responses are tabulated, all questionnaires 
will be destroyed to protect confidentiality. This information will help me to improve 
education for learners ages birth through 21.
You have been designated by your superintendent as a  contact person. I would like to ask 
your help in distributing and collecting survey instruments to a team o f a paraeducator, the 
teacher who teams with the paraeducator, and the administrator who supervises the 
paraeducator. The grade level and service level are indicated on the surveys. When the 
survey instruments are completed, place the surveys into the NO POSTAGE 
NECESSARY envelope. Return both the anonymous survey and the postcard in the mail. 
The postcard only indicates that your district has completed the surveys. This survey is 
a t no cost to your district. Please return the surveys by April 7,1998.
If you have any questions or comments, please contact Beverly Plagge, (515) 579-6170 - 
Home; (515) 357-6114, Ext. 48 - School, or e-mail: bplagge@clearlake.kl2.ia.us.
Your district personnel’s participation in this investigation is deeply appreciated and is 
vital to the success o f the study. Thank you for your valuable time and effort.
Yours in education,
Beverly Plagge 
cc: Dr. Robert Decker 
Dissertation Chairperson 
UNI, Cedar Falls, Iowa
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Follow-Up Postcard:
Dear Contact Person,
I f  you have not had a chance to return 
the paraeducator, teacher, and administrator 
surveys, please do so as soon as possible. 
Thank you for your support.
Beverly Plagge 
625 190th Street 
Latimer, Iowa 50452 
(515) 579-6170 
bplagge@clearlake.kl2.ia.us
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Paraedacator OicstMiis
1. State name (Circle): Kansas Iowa 
Background lafonnatkwi:
2. What is your gender? _____  Female   Male
3. What is your age?
18-25 
2 6 -3 5  
3 6 -4 5  
46 -5 5  
Over 55
4. Do you have a license for work in education or other teaching experience (whether needed for your 
“Paraeducator” position or not)?
  No
Yes
If “Yes,” what kind? (Check all that apply)
  Certificate as “paraeducator”
  Level I
  Level 2
  Level 3
  License in regular education
  License in special education
Teaching experience in support programs like Limited English Proficient/ Title 1 /  
Chapter 1
Other
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5. What degrees have you received? (Check all that apply)
  GED/High school diploma
  Technical College Diploma
  College Two-year Degree
  College Four-year Degree
  Graduate Study
6. How long have you worked as a  “Paraeducator”?
  I just started this year, 1997-98
  1 have worked_______ years
7. How many different kinds o f positions have you had as a “Paraeducator”?
  Only one kind in my present position
  More than one type o f employment
If more than one, why did you leave your last employment?
  The position was discontinued
  I wanted to work with a  different type o f learner
  I moved to a  different school district
  I was reassigned to another position
  Working conditions (specify)________________
8. How many HOURS per week do you typically work?
  1 to 10 hours per week
  11 to 20 hours per week
  21 to 30 hours per week
  31 or more hours per week
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  Yes
300
  Bus driver   Kitchen staff
  Janitorial _____  Athletic coach
  No
Current Work With Learners am i T n a h t
10. Levels of learners receiving your attention (check as many as apply)
  Birth through age 5
  Elementary (grades Kindergarten through 6)
  Middle School/Junior High (grades 5 through 8)
  High School (grades 9 or 10 through 12)
11. What kinds of learners receive your attention? (Check all that apply)
  Early childhood/Special education
  Emotionally/Behaviorally disordered
  Dcaf7Hard o f Hearing; Hearing Impaired
  Learning Disabled
  Mildly to Moderately Mentally Disabled
  Moderately to Severely Mentally Disabled
  Physically Handicapped
  Regular Education
  Severely/Profoundly Mentally Handicapped
  Speech/Language Impaired
  Visually Impaired/Blind
12. Listed below are roles and responsibilities sometimes assigned to •‘Paraeducators." In Column A check ‘‘yes’'  or 
"no” to tasks which you currently perform. If you marked "yes", please indicate on a scale o f I -  5, (“1" being the 
least amount, and "5” being the highest amount) your feelings about skilled and comfortable you are performing 
these tasks.
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TASK
A
Tasks
Performed
Skill Level with Performing this 
Task
A. Instructional SuDDort Yes No
Low
I 2 3 4
High
5
1. Reinforce concepts presented bv the teacher
2. Listen to student read
3. Supervise independent or small group work
4. Help students work on assignments
3. Read to students
6. Help students select library books
7. Modify written material
8. Practice drill activities
9. Carry out prescribed speech/language programs
10. Supervise students during lunch/recess
11. Supervise during specific activities (e.g. PE)
12. Supervise class (teacher out o f  room)
13. Function as a substitute teacher (teacher absent)
14. Work with minimal supervision from teacher
15. Develop learning activities independently
16. Alter curriculum (e.g. simplify, substitute)
17. Accompany students on field trips
18. Provide instruction in augmentative communication
(e.g. computer, signing)
19. Assist pupils with corrections on work
B. Behavior Management Support
1. Assist teacher developing behavior modification
program
2. Monitor student progress
3. Trovide feedback to student
4. Deal with aggressive and se lf abusive behavior
5. Provide emotional support for students___________
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TASK
A
Tasks
Performed
Skill Level with Performing this 
Task
C. Diasnostic Sunnort Yes No
Low
I 2 3 4
High
5
1. Administer informal assessments
2. Correct assigned activities
3. Observe and record progress
4. Administer and score formal tests
5. Assist teacher in developing lEPs
6. Confer with counselors, parents, etc.
D. Classmnm Organization
1. Make instructional materials
2. Develop teaming centers
3. Manage learning centers
4. Prepare displays/bulletin boards
3. Locate instructional materials
6. Complete daily records
7. Perform routine maintenance tasks
8. Provide routine clerical tasks
9. Operate audio-visual equipment
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TASK
A
Tasks
Performed
Skill Level with Performing this 
Task
E. Personal Care Assistance Yes No
Low
I 2 3 4
Hig
h
5
L. Assist mobility impaired students
2. Feed students who need assistance
3. Assist student in toileting
4. Provide/supervise catheterization
5. Assist students in dressing
6. Assist students in bathing
7. Administer medication
8. Check assistive devices
9. Dispense first aid
10. Handle emergency situations
Training for ParaedncaHra:
13. What were the minimum qualifications REQUIRED in order for you to be hired?
  None
  GED/high school diploma
  Certificate of vocational training
  Some training in an educational field
  Technical College Diploma
  License in an educational field
  First Aid skills
  Work-related Job experience
  Other (specify)_________________________________ ________________
14. What training did you as a  •‘Paraeducator" receive in your school district before you started work? (Check all 
that apply)
  None
  Behavior management
  Peer mentoring by other •‘Paraeducators”
  On-thc-job training from the supervisor
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  Employee Orientation to the building or school district
  Training specific to what the paraeducator does in their work
  General training about being a  “Paraeducator”
  General training about the learners they work with
  Training in communication skills with learners
  Training in communication skills with adults
14a. Who provided the training you received?
  Teacher with whom [was assigned
  Local school district
  Area Education agency/area service areas
  State Department o f Education
  College /  University
1 5. Is/was the training sufficient that you received?
  Yes
  No
If “no,” what training do you need now?
  Employee orientation to the school district
  Definition o f roles o f “Paraeducators”, teachers, and other professionals
  Characteristics o f learners, their needs, and how to communicate with them
  Training specific to what they will be doing in their work
  Classroom organization
  Training in communication skills with adults
  Confidentiality and ethic requirements
District Policies and Building Procedures:
16. Do you have a job title?
  No
  Yes (specify)
  Paraeducator
  Paraprofessional
  Educational Aide
  Educational Associate
  Teaching assistant
  Other____________________________________________________
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17. Do you have a written job description?
  No
  Yes
If “Yes,” does it describe what you actually do?
  Yes
  No
If “No.^what is missing? (Check all that apply)
  How much I am expected to know about the learners
  How much unsupervised work I am expected to do
  The relationship I am expected to have with licensed staff members
  The specific work assignments or duties that I am expected to do
  Do not know
18. What is your hourly wage?
  Less than $5.00
  $5.01-$7.00
  $7.01-$9.00
  $9.01-$11.00
  $11.01-$13.00
  Over $13.01
19. What benefits do you receive in addition to the hourly wage?
  Sick leave days
  Professional and business leave days
  Health insurance
  Life insurance
  Opportunity to buy into health and/or life insurance
  Personal days
20. What impact does training have on your job? (Check all that apply)
  The training received in the past determines salary.
  The on-going training determines pay increases/salary
  The training (received or on-going) determines what supervision is needed
  The training (received or on-going) determines what work is assigned.
  None
21. What would be the three most desirable ways to provide inservice training to you and other paraeducators? 
(Place a “ l in your most desirable choice, a  “2" in your next choice, and “3” in your next choice)
 Workshops/conferences
  College/University credits
  On-site training
  Internet
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TV/satelllte program (videotape) 
Interactive television class -  ICN 
Mentoring/individualized 
Information packets
Study group on going throughout the year
21a. How frequently should you receive inservice training? (Check only ONE)
  Only when first beginning as a paraeducator
  Only when changing students, programs, or levels
  At the beginning o f  each school year
  Once a month, throughout the year
22. Do you have scheduled planning time with licensed staff?
  No
  Yes, WITHOUT paid salary compensation to the “Paraeducator(s)”
How many hours per week?
  I - 2 hours   3 - 4  hours   5 or more
  Yes, WITH paid salary compensation to the “Paraeducato^s)”
How many hours per week?
  1 -2  hours   3 - 4  hours   5 or more
23. Who gives you directions for the work that you do?
(Check all that apply and tell how many there are of each)
  No one
  Regular Education Teacher(s) How many?_____
Vocational Education Teacher(s) How many?_ 
Special Education Teacher(s) How many? 
Directors) of Special Education How many?_ 
Building Principal(s) How many?_____
24. Are you formally evaluated fin- the work you do?
  No
  Yes
If “yes,” who evaluates your work? (Check all that apply)
  Regular Education teacher
  Vocational Education teacher
  Special Education teacher
  Director of Special Education
  Building Principal
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If “Yes,” what are the results o f your evaluations? (Check: all that apply) 
Difference in pay received (either increased or decreased)
Guidance for career development 
Feedback for improvement in work performance
25. Are you planning on staying at your current position next year? Yes No
Ifyou are planning on leaving your current position, what reasons can you give? (Check all that apply)
  Poor salary _____  No support from
administration
  Poor benefits _____  Little respect
  No opportunity to advance _____  No challenge
  Family relocations _____  Retirement
  It was not what I expected the job to be
  Student is graduating or moving
26. Do state certification requirements exist for your position?
  Yes ______  No   Don’t know
27. Do you feel that paraeducators should be required to obtain a  paraeducator certificate or permit before being 
employed in schools?
  Yes ______  No
If “Yes,” what type o f training should paraeducators receive?
  Associate degree from community college
  Training provided by local education agency
  Training and orientation provided by master teacher
  Training provided by Area Education Agency, Regional Service Center
  Regional training by the State Department o f Education
  Training provided by other sources
28. If inservice training became available, would you attend? (Mark all that apply)
  I would attend
  I would attend if  no costs were charged
  I would attend, even i f l  had to pay the cost
  I would attend, only i f  time off from work was given to attend
  I would attend during my ofTwork hours
  I would attend, but my other family roles limit after hour commitments
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29. What do you see as the advantages o f being a  certified paraeducalor? (Check all that apply)
  Certification would guarantee that they have the skills and knowledge required to do
what they have to do
  Move up the salary schedule
  Incentive to remain as aparaeducator
  Incentive to seek additional training to become certified as a  teacher
  Certification would set a  clear definition o f  responsibilities among paraeducators
  Formal recognition o f their contributions to our students
30. What do you see as the disadvantages of being a  certified paraeducator? (Check all that apply)
  Training is not available within a  reasonable distance from school
  Training costs
  Time is not available in the school schedule fix'training
  Job responsibilities and duties would be the same
  There would be no impact on their salary and/or benefits
O v e ra ll
31. How much do you like being a “Paraeducator”? (Check ONE)
  Extremely
  Moderately
  Very little
  Not at all
32. What do you like MOST about being a  “Paraeducator’'?
33. What do you like LEAST about being a “Paraeducator”?
30. Please share any other comments about being a “Paraeducator.”
THIS COMPLETES THE SURVEY. THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP.
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APPENDIX M 
TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
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Teacher O m tkw s
1. State name (Circle) Kansas Iowa
2. Levels ofleamers receiving your attention (check as many as apply)
  Birth through age 5
  Elementary (grades Kindergarten through 6)
  Middle School/Junior High (grades 5 through 8)
  High School (grades 9 or 10 through 12)
Background lafotTatioa
3. What is your current position in education? (Check all that apply)
  Regular education teacher
  Vocational education teacher
  Special education teacher
  Mildly to Moderately Mentally Disabled/men tally Retarded
  Moderately to Severely Mentally Disabled/Mentally Retarded
  Learning Disabled
  Emotionally/Behaviorlly Disordered
  Deal/Hard o f Hearing; Hearing Impaired
  Physically Handicapped
  Speech/Language Impaired
  Visually Impaired/Blind
  Early Childhood/Special Education
4. How many years have you been in this position?_____
5. What is your gender? _____ Female _____  Male
6. What is your age?
  18-325
  26-35
  36 -45
  46 - 55
  Over 55
“Paracdncator’s” C n n w t Work with Lea raws and Training
(Continue to answer the following questions specifically for the “paraeducalor’'  with who you work)
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7. What kinds o f learners receive the attention of the “Paraeducatof'? (Check ail that apply)
  Early childhood/Special education
  Emotionaliy/Behavioraily disordered
  DeafTHard of (fearing; Hearing Impaired
  Learning Disabled
  Mildly to Moderately Mentally Disabled
  Moderately to Severely Mentally Disabled
  Physically Handicapped
  Regular Education
  Severely/Profoundly Mentally Handicapped
  Speech/Language Impaired
  Visually Impaired/Blind
8. What level o f service do you work with?
  Level I -  Resource room
  Level 2 -  Special Class with integration
  Level 3 -  Self-contained classroom
9. Listed below are roles and responsibilities sometimes assigned to “Paraeducators.” In Column A check “yes” or
“no” to tasks which your “Paraeducator” currently performs. If you marked “yes”, please indicate on a  scale o f 1 - 5, 
(“ I" being the least amount, and “5" being the highest amount) your feelings about how well your “paraeducator”
performs this task.)
TASK
A
Tasks
Performed
Skill Level with Performing this 
Task
A. Instructional Sunnort Yes No
Low
I 2 3 4
High
5
1. Reinforce concepts presented by the teacher
2. Listen to student read
3. Supervise independent or small group work
4. Help students work on assignments
5. Read to students
6. Help students select library books
7. Modify written material
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TASK
A
Tasks
Performed
Skill Level with Performing this 
Task
A. Instructional Support fcontinued) Yes No
Low
I 2 3 4
High
5
8. Practice drill activities
9. Carry out prescribed speech/language programs
10. Supervise students during lunch/recess
11. Supervise during specific activities (e.g. PE)
12. Supervise class (teacher out o f room)
13. Function as a  substitute teacher (teacher absent)
14. Work: with minimal supervision horn teacher
15. Develop learning activities independently
16. Alter curriculum (e.g. simplify, substitute)
17. Accompany students on field trips
18. Provide instruction in augmentative communication
(e.g. computer, signing)
19. Assist pupils with corrections on work
B . B eh av ior M anagem ent Support
1. Assist teacher developing behavior modification
program
2. Monitor student progress
3. Provide feedback to student
4. Deal with aggressive and self abusive behavior
5. Provide emotional support fix* students
C. Diagnostic Support
1. Administer informal assessments
2. Correct assigned activities
3. Observe and record progress
4. Administer and score formal tests
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TASK
A
Tasks
Performed
Skill Level with Performing this 
Task
C. Diaenostic Sunoort (continued') Yes No
Low
1 2 3 4
High
5
5. Assist teacher in developing lEPs
6. Confer with counselors, parents, etc.
D. Classroom Organization
1. Make instructional materials
2. Develop learning centers
3. Manage learning centers
4. Prepare displays/bulletin boards
5. Locate instructional materials
6. Complete daily records
7. Perform routine maintenance tasks
8. Provide routine clerical tasks
9. Operate audio-visual equipment
E. Personal Care Assistance
1. Assist mobility impaired students
2. Feed students who need assistance
3. Assist student in toileting
4. Provide/supervise catheterization
5. Assist students in dressing
6. Assist students in bathing
7. Administer medication
8. Check assistive devices
9. Dispense first aid
10. Handle emergency situations
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Training for Parncdncatncs:
10. What training does a “Paraeducatoc” receive in your school district? (Check all that apply)
  None
  Behavior management
  Peer mentoring by other “Paraeducators”
  On-the-job training from the supervisor
  Employee Orientation to the building or school district
  Training specific to what the paraeducator does in their work
  General training about being a “Paraeducator”
  General training about the learners they work with
  Training in communication skills with learners
  Training in communication skills with adults
11. Is/was the training sufficient that your “Paraeducator” received?
  Yes
  No
If “no,” what training do you need now?
  Employee orientation to the school district
  Definition of roles of “Paraeducators”, teachers, and other professionals
  Characteristics o f learners, their needs, and how to communicate with them
  Training specific to what they will be doing in their work
  Classroom organization
  Training in communication skills with adults
  Confidentiality and ethic requirements
12. Do you feel that paraeducators should be required to undergo some type o f formal training program to become 
certified as a prerequisite to employment in schools?
  No
  Yes
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
315
If "yes," what type o f training should paraeducators receive?
Associate degree from community college
Training provided bv local education agency
Training and orientation provided by master teacher
 Training provided by Area Education Agency, Regional Service Centers
Regional training program by State Department of Education
12a. What do you see as the advantages o f  paraeducators becoming certified? (Check all that apply)
  Certification would guarantee that they have the skills and knowledge required to do
what they have to do
  Move up the salary schedule
  Incentive to remain as a paraeducator
  Incentive to seek additional training to become certified as a  teacher
  Certification would set a  clear definition o f responsibilities among paraeducators
  Formal recognition o f their contributions to our students
12b. What do you see as the disadvantages o f paraeducators being certified? (Check all that apply)
  Training is not available within a  reasonable distance from school
  Training costs
  Tune is not available in the school schedule for training
  Job responsibilities and duties would be the same
  There would be no impact on their salary and/or benefits
  Additional costs to the school district
13. Do you help to determine what training should be offered to “Paraeducators”?
  No
If “No,” do you think you should be?
  No (why?)________________________________________________
  Yes (why?)_______________________________________________________
  Yes
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If “yes," how arc you involved? (Check all that apply)
  I sit on staff development committees to determine what is offered
  I sit on building-wide committees to determine policy
  I sit on district-wide committees to determine policy
  I have the opportunity to provide input about staff development
District Policies and Badding Procedures
14. What credentials are held by the " Paraeducators)” under your supervision, whether they are required for the 
position or not? (Check all that apply)
  Certificate as “Paraeducator”
  Level I _____  Level 2   Level 3
  License in regular education
  License in Special education
15. What were the minimum qualifications REQUIRED in order for “Paraeducatorfs)” to be hired? (Check all that 
apply)
  None
  GED/high school diploma
  Some training in an educational field
  Technical College Diploma
  License in an educational field
  First Aid skills
  Work-related job experience
16. Do the holders o f non-licensed positions who have direct student contact have job titles other than
“Paraeducator”?
  No
  Yes (specify)
  Paraeducator _____  Educational Associate
  Paraprofessional _____  Teaching assistant
  Educational Aide _____ Other:_______________________
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17. Do the •‘Paraeducators)” have written job descriptions?
  No
  Yes
If”yesr" does it describe what they actually do?
  Yes
  No
If’’no,” what is missing? (Checlc all that apply)
  How much they are expected to know about the learners
  How much unsupervised work they are expected to do
  The relationship they are expected to have with other staff
  The specific work assignments or duties that they are expected to do
  Do not know
18. Rate the following characteristics o f paraeducators. Please rank these in their order ofimportance to a 
paraeducator (1 =  most important).
 creativity   intelligence   dependability
resourcefulness   versatility   good grooming
adaptability   experience with children   cooperation
tolerance   energy
19. What impact does training have on the job o f the ”Paraeducator(s)”? (Check all that apply).
  The training received in the past determines salary.
  The on-going training determines pay increases/salary
  The training (received or on-going) determines what supervision is needed
  The training (received or on-going) determines what work is assigned.
  None
20. With how many “Paraeducators” do you work?
  1 -2    3 - 4  5 or more
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21. How direct is your contact with these “Paraeducators^)"?
  I am with the “Paraeducators)7’ EVERY TIME there is student contact
  I am with the “Paraeducators)" SOMETIMES during student contact
  I am NEVER with the “Paraeducator(s)" during student contact
22. Do you have scheduled planning time with the “Paraeducators)” ?
  No
  Yes, WITHOUT paid salary compensation to the “Paraeducator s)”
How many hours per week?
  1 - 2 hours _____  3 - 4  hours _____ 5 or more
  Yes, WITH paid salary compensation to the “Paraeducators)"
How many hours per week?
  I -2  hours _____  3 - 4  hours _____ 5 or more
23. Were you involved in selecting individuals who are employed as paraeducators in your program?
  No
  Yes
If “Yes,” how important are these criteria in selecting individuals for employment as paraeducators?
Extremely Fairly Fairly Extremely
Important Unimportant Important Important
Completion o f paraeducator training 
Experience with handicapped individuals 
Attitudes toward student with handicaps 
Interpersonal skills
Knowledge o f special education programs and 
handicapping conditions
Previous employment
Health/physical strength
Education level (i.e. high school graduate)
Tutoring skills
References
Level o f certification or permit
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24. Do you formally evaluate the work o f the “Paraeducator(s)” ?
  No
If “n o ” who does? (Check all that apply)
  No evaluations are done
  Regular Education teacher
  Vocational Education teacher
  Special Education teacher
  Director of Special Education
  Building Principal
If “no,” do you have input into the formal evaluation that someone else does?
  Yes, a LARGE amount o f  input
  Yes, a  MODERATE amount o f input
  Yes, a  LITTLE amount o f input
  No, none
  Yes
If “Yes,” what are the results of the evaluations? (Check all that apply)
  Difference in pay received (either increased or decreased)
  Guidance for career development
  Feedback for improvement in work performance
25. Did your college pre-service training include units o f  study on training, utilizing, and evaluating 
“Paraeducators”?
  No
  Yes
If “Yes,” please describe^
26. Did your district provide you with inservice on training, utilizing, and evaluating “Paraeducators”?
  No
  Yes
If “Yes,” please describe___________________________________________________
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Overall
27. How much do you like working with “Paraeducators”? (Check ONE)
  Extremely
  Moderately
  Very little
  Not at all
28. What do you like MOST about working with “Paraeducators”?
29. What do you like LEAST about working with “Paraeducators”?
30. Please share any other comments about working with “Paraeducators.”
THIS COMPLETES THE SURVEY. THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX N 
ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE
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Administrator Questions 
B it la n —d Informati—
1. State name (Circle) Kansas Iowa
How many students are served in your building?
  0 - 150
 151-300
  301 -450
  More than 451
2. Which describes your school district:
  Rural (does not contain a  town over 2,500 in population according to the latest census)
  Urban (does contain a  town over 2,500 in population according to the latest census)
3. Levels of learners receiving your attention (check as many as apply)
  Birth through age 5
  Elementary (grades Kindergarten through 6)
  Middle School/Junior High (grades 5 through 8)
  High School (grades 9 or 10 through 12)
4. What is your current position in education? (Check all that apply)
  Superintendent
  Principal
  Assistant Principal
  Director o f Special Education
5. How many years have you bee in this position?_____
6. What is your gender?_____ Female  Male
7. What is your age?
  18-25
  2 6 -35
  36-45
  4 6 -55
  Over 55
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8. How many licensed instructional staff and non-licensed staff are in your School Building?
  Number o f licensed instructional staff
  Regular Education (including PE, music, art, elective courses)
  Special Education
  Number o f staff in non-licensed positions who work directly with learners (i.e. "“Paraeducators,"
not secretaries, cooks custodians, etc.)
O f these, how many hours do they work in atypical week?
  Work 1 - 10 hours per week
  Work 11-20 hours per week
  Work 21 - 30 hours per week
  Work 3 1 or more hours per week
9. Identify the number o f paraeducators in your School for each area below:
  Instructional/Educational _____  Speech and language
  Audiology _____ Job coach
  Psychology _____ Physical therapy
  Preschool _____ Occupational therapy
  Interpreter for deaf student
District Policies u d  RmiUimm Procedures:
10. What credentials are held by the “Paraeducatorfs)” under your supervision, whether they are required for the 
position or not? (Check all that apply)
  Certificate as •‘Paraeducator”
  Level I   Level 2   Level 3
  License in regular education
  License in Special education
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11- Do the holders o f  non-licensed positions who have direct student contact have job titles other than
“Paraeducator”?
  No
  Yes (specify)
  Paraeducator _____  Educational Associate
  Paraprofessional _____  Teaching assistant
  Educational Aide _____  O ther __________________
12. Do the “Paraeducator(s)”  under your supervision have written job descriptions?
  No
  Yes
If "yes,” which o f the following are included in the written job descriptions?
  Employment qualifications
  Description o f role
  Supervision guidelines
  Evaluation guidelines
  Other (please specify)
If "yes," does it describe what they actually do?
  Yes
  No
If "no," what is missing? (Check all that apply)
  How much they are expected to know about the learners
  How much unsupervised work they are expected to do
  The relationship they are expected to have with other staff
  The specific work assignments or duties that they are expected to do
  Do not know
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13. How do you determine placement on the pay scale?
 Skill level _____ Prior training
  Inservice participation _____ Longevity
  Continuing education
14. Do you have a  shortage o f paraeducators?   Yes _____  No
If you answered “Yes,” please identify the number o f  paraeducators needed for each area
  Instructional _____ Speech and language
  Audiology _____  Job coach
  Psychology _____  Physical therapy
  Preschool _____ Occupational therapy
  Interpreter for deaf student
15. The following is a  checklist o f administrative structures involved in  the recruitment, selection, and 
employment o f paraeducators. Please check which ones you currently have in use. Ifyou are in the process of 
developing any o f them, write in the date of anticipated completion.
  training needs assessment
  affirmative action polity
  contract
  competencies for employment in specific programs
  written job descriptions
  paraeducator handbook
  salary schedule
  career ladder
  evaluation procedure
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16. How important are these criteria in selecting individuals for employment as paraeducators?
Extremely Fairly Fairly Extremely
Important Unimportant Important Important
Completion of paraeducator training 
Experience with handicapped individuals 
Attitudes toward student with handicaps 
Interpersonal skills
Knowledge o f special education programs and 
handicapping conditions
Previous employment
Health/physical strength
Education level (i.e., high school graduate)
Tutoring skills
References
Level of certification or permit
17. Rate the following characteristics o f  paraeducators. Please rank these in their order o f importance to a 
paraeducator (1 - most important).
creativity _____  intelligence _____  dependability
 resourcefulness  versatility _____  good grooming
adaptability _____  experience with children _____  cooperation
 tolerance _____  energy
IS. What is the minimum beginning hourly wage for “Paraeducators” employed by your district?
  $5.00 or less an hour
  $5.01 - $7.00 an hour
  $7.01 - $9.00 an hour
  $9.01 -$11.00 an hour
  $11.01-$13.00 an hour
  Over $13.01 an hour
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What is the maximum hourly wage for “Paraeducators’- employed by your district?
  $5.00 or less an hour
  $5.01 - $7.00 an hour
  $7.01 - $9.00 an hour
  $9.01 -  $11.00 an hour
  $11.01-$13.00 an hour
  Over $13.01 an hour
What benefits are given to “Paraeducators” employed by your district?
  Sick leave days
  Professional and business leave days
  Health insurance
  Life insurance
  Opportunity to buy into health and/or life insurance
  Personal days
19. What were the minimum qualifications REQUIRED in order for “Paraeducatorfs)" to be hired? (Check all
that apply)
  None
  GED/high school diploma
  Some training in an educational field
  Technical College Diploma
  License in an educational field
  First Aid skills
  Work-related job experience
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20. Do you have scheduled planning time with the "Parseducatoits)’ under your supervision? 
  No
  Yes. WITHOUT paid salary compensation to the "Paraeducators)”
How many hours per week?
  I - 2  hours   3 - 4  hours   5 or more
  Yes, WITH paid salary compensation to the "Paraeducators)’'
How many hours per week?
  1 -2  hours   3 - 4  hours   5 or more
21. What training do "Paraeducata((s)’'receive in your school district?
  None
  Behavior management
  Peer mentoring by other "Paraeducators”
  On-the-job training from the teacher/supervisor
  Employee orientation to the building or school district
  Training specific to what they do in their work
  General training about being a "Paraeducator”
  General training about the learners they work with
  Training in communication skills with learners
  Training in communication skills with adults
22. What impact does training have on the job o f the "Paraeducator s)”? (Check all that apply). 
  The training received in the past determines salary.
  The on-going training determines pay increases/salary
  The training (received or on-going) determines what supervision is needed
  The training (received or on-going) determines what work is assigned.
  None
23. is/was the training sufficient that your "Paraeducators” receive?
  Yes
  No
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I f  “no,” what training do you need now?
  Employee orientation to the school district
  Definition o f  roles o f “Paraeducators” teachers, and other professionals
  Characteristics ofleamcrs, their needs, and how to communicate with them.
  Training specific to what they will be doing in their work
  Classroom organization
  Training in communication skills with adults
  Confidentiality and ethic requirements
24. Do you feel that paraeducators should be required to undergo some type o f formal training program to become 
certified as a  paraeducator as a  prerequisite to employment in schools?
  Yes
  No
If “Yes,” what type o f training should paraeducators receive?
  Associate degree from community college
  Training provided by local education agency
  Training and orientation provided by master teacher
  Training provided by Area Education Agency, Regional Service Center
  Regional training by the State Department of Education
25. Who should establish guidelines regarding training o f  paraeducators?
  State Legislature
  State Department of Education
  Local educational agency
26. Do you help to determine what training should be offered to “Paraeducators”?
  No
If “no,” do you think you should be?
  No (Why?)____________________________________________
  Yes (Why?)___________________________________________
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  Yes
If “yes,” how are you involved? (Check all that apply)
  I sit on staff development committees to determine what is offered
  I sit on building-wide committees to determine polity
  I sit on district-wide committees to determine polity
  I have the opportunity to provide input about staff development
27. Did your college pre-service training include units o f study on training, utilizing, and evaluating 
“Paraeducators”?
  No
  Yes
If “Yes,” please describe__________________________________________________
28. Did your district provide you with inservice on training, utilizing, and evaluating “Paraeducators”? 
  No
  Yes
If “Yes,” please describe__________________________________________________
29. Do you formally evaluate the work o f  the “Paraeducator(s)” under your supervision?
  No
If “no,” who does? (Check all that apply)
  No evaluations are done
  Regular Education teacher
  Vocational Education teacher
  Special Education teacher
  Director o f  Special Education
  Building Principal
If “no,” do you have input into the formal evaluation that someone else does?
  Yes, a LARGE amount o f input
  Yes, a MODERATE amount o f  input
  Yes, a  LITTLE amount o f input
  No, none
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  Yes
If “Yes,” what are the results o f  the evaluations? (Check all that apply)
  Difference in pay received (either increased or decreased)
  Guidance for career development
  Feedback for improvement in work performance
If “Yes,” which o f the following do you use in evaluating the performance o f  paraeducators?
  Student attainment o f  goals and objectives
  Standard evaluation forms
  Selfevaluation
  Student evaluations
  Observations by supervisor
  Time logs o f paraeducator activities
  Parent evaluations
  Not formally evaluated
Overall
30. Are you familiar with Iowa Guidelines for Effective Paraeducators?
31. If you have knowledge o f  materials, training packages/programs, and persons who are particularly skilled at 
training paraeducators, please list them below.
32. How much do you like supervising “Paraeducators”? (Check ONE)
  Extremely
  Moderately
  Very little
  Not at all
33. What do you like MOST about supervising “Paraeducators”?
34. What do you like LEAST about supervising “Paraeducators”?
35. Please share any other, comments about the supervision of “Paraeducators.”
THIS COMPLETES THE SURVEY. THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP.
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APPENDIX O 
LETTERS TO PARTICIPANTS
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March 13, 1998
Dear Kansas “Paraeducator”:
I am undertaking a  study for my doctoral dissertation on paraeducators for students with 
special needs. The focus o f this study is to determine the roles, skills and training o f 
paraeducators, and the policies and procedures o f supervising teachers and administrators.
You have received this survey because you are someone who is in a licensed position who 
is working directly with special needs learners. The name o f ‘Taraeducator” is in quotes 
because I know that you have different titles for your roles when you do your work. That 
is part o f the information that I would like you to tell us. This survey asks you to also tell 
me other ideas you have about the work that you do. You were selected to be part o f a 
sample for this statewide survey. It should take about 15-25 minutes to complete.
Your responses will help me know what is the current status o f “Paraeducators” and what 
changes might be desirable concerning those positions within the education system. 
Surveys are also being sent to the supervisors o f “Paraeducators,” and to the educators 
who work with “Paraeducators.” No individual or school will be identified in the results. 
After responses are tabulated, all questionnaires will be destroyed to protect 
confidentiality. This information will help me to improve education for learners ages birth 
through 21.
Please complete and return this survey by March 31, 1998 in the enclosed envelope to 
your school contact person,________________________ .
If you have any questions or comments, please contact Beverly Plagge, (515) 579-6170 - 
Home; (515) 357-6114, Ext. 48 - School, or e-mail: bplagge@clearlake.kl2.ia.us.
Your participation in this investigation is deeply appreciated and is vital to the success o f 
the study. Thank you for your valuable time and effort.
Yours in education,
Beverly Plagge
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March 13, 1998
Dear Iowa “Paraeducator”:
I am undertaking a  study for my doctoral dissertation on paraeducators for students with 
special needs. The focus o f this study is to determine the roles, skills and training o f 
paraeducators, and the policies and procedures o f  supervising teachers and administrators.
You have received this survey because you are someone who is in a  non-licensed position 
who is working directly with special needs learners. The name o f “Paraeducator” is in 
quotes because I know that you have different titles for your roles when you do your 
work. That is part o f  the information that I would like you to tell us. This survey asks 
you to also tell me other ideas you have about the work that you do. You were selected 
to be part o f a sample for this statewide survey. It should take about 15-25 minutes to 
complete.
Your responses will help me know what is the current status o f “Paraeducators” and what 
changes might be desirable concerning those positions within the education system. 
Surveys are also being sent to the supervisors o f “Paraeducators,” and to the educators 
who work with “Paraeducators.” No individual o r school will be identified in the results. 
After responses are tabulated, all questionnaires will be destroyed to protect 
confidentiality. This information will help me to improve education for learners ages birth 
through 21.
Please complete and return this survey by March 31, 1998 in the enclosed envelope to 
your school contact person,_________________________.
If you have any questions or comments, please contact Beverly Plagge, (515) 579-6170 - 
Home; (515) 357-6114, Ext. 48 - School, or e-mail: bplagge@clearlake.kl2.ia.us.
Your participation in this investigation is deeply appreciated and is vital to the success o f 
the study. Thank you for your valuable tone and effort.
Yours in education,
Beverly Plagge
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March 13, 1998
Dear Educational Professional:
I am undertaking a  study for my doctoral dissertation on paraeducators for students with 
special needs. The focus o f  this study is to determine the roles, skills and training o f 
paraeducators, and the policies and procedures o f  supervising teachers and administrators.
This survey asks you to tell me your ideas about the “Paraeducators” with whom you 
work. The name o f ‘Taraeducator” is in quotes because I know there are different names 
for those who fill non-licensed and licensed positions and work directly with special needs 
learners. What the different names are is part o f  the information that 1 would like you to 
tell me. You were selected to be part o f a sample for this statewide survey. It should take 
about 15-25 minutes to complete.
Your responses will help me know what is the current status o f  “Paraeducators” and what 
changes might be desirable concerning those positions within the education system. 
Surveys are also being sent to those who are “Paraeducators,” and to the educators who 
supervise “Paraeducators.” No individual or school will be identified in the results. After 
responses are tabulated, all questionnaires will be destroyed to protect confidentiality.
This information will help me to improve education for learners ages birth through 21.
Please complete and return this survey by March 31, 1998 in the enclosed envelope to 
your school contact person,_________________________.
If you have any questions or comments, please contact Beverly Plagge, (515) 579-6170 - 
Home; (515) 357-6114, Ext. 48 - School, or e-mail: bplagge@clearlake.kl2.ia.us.
Your participation in this investigation is deeply appreciated and is vital to the success o f 
the study. Thank you for your valuable time and effort.
Yours in education,
Beverly Plagge
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
336
March 13, 1998 
Dear Administrator:
I am undertaking a study for my doctoral dissertation on paraeducators for students with 
special needs. The focus o f this study is to determine the roles, skills and training o f 
paraeducators, and the policies and procedures o f supervising teachers and administrators.
This survey asks you to tell me your ideas about the “Paraeducators” with whom you 
supervise. The title o f “Paraeducator” is in quotes because I know there are different 
names for those who fill non-licensed and licensed positions and work directly with special 
needs learners. What the different names are is part o f the information that I would like 
you to tell me. You were selected to be part o f a  sample for this statewide survey. It 
should take about 15-25 minutes to complete.
Your responses will help me know what is the current status o f  “Paraeducators” and what 
changes might be desirable concerning those positions within the education system. 
Surveys are also being sent to those who are “Paraeducators,” and to the educators who 
work with “Paraeducators.” No individual or school will be identified in the results. After 
responses are tabulated, all questionnaires will be destroyed to protect confidentiality.
This information will help me to improve education for learners ages birth through 21.
Please complete and return this survey by March 31, 1998 in the enclosed envelope to 
your school contact person,_________________________.
If you have any questions or comments, please contact Beverly Plagge, (515) 579-6170 - 
Home; (515) 357-6114, Ext. 48 - School or e-mail: bplagge@clearlake.kl2.ia.us.
Your participation in this investigation is deeply appreciated and is vital to the success o f 
the study. Thank you for your valuable time and effort.
Yours in education,
Beverly Plagge
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APPENDIX P 
STATISTICAL FORMULAS
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Test o f Difference Between Two Proportions (Lutz, 1983) 
Pi = proportion o f  the Iowa sample
P2 = proportion o f the Kansas sample
N, = number o f cases in Iowa
N2 = number o f cases in Kansas
q = l - p
P =  N iPx + V i P i  
ATj + Mz
Standard error o f differences in proportions
z = ( P i ~  P 2 ) ~ °
Level o f significance = .05 alpha level
Tabular z = ± 1.96
H0:p, = p 2 if z > ± l.96, then reject Hc
H[ p2 * p2
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Standard Deviation 
X = raw scores 
N= number o f cases 
£ =  sum
Inferential Standard Deviation
N -  1
Test o f Difference Between Two Independent Means with Heterogenous Population 
Variances (Lutz. 1983)
N, = number o f cases in Iowa
N2 = number o f cases in Kansas
df, = degrees o f freedom—Iowa (Nt - I)
df2 =  degrees o f freedom—Kansas (N2 - 1)
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Degrees o f freedom for the appropriate t curve
d f  = Nxd f  4-  N2df2 
at, -h M,
For .05 directional test, closest tabular t  = d f rounded to nearest 1.
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OPEN ENDED QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES
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Iowa Paraeducator’s Survey Responses
What do you like MOST about being a  Paraeducator?
THE STUDENTS
•  1 like working with the kids, they are all so different and I like the  special education teachers that I 
work with
•  Working with the various ages o f  children, from K-12
•  1 like working with students on a  daily basis, relationships are formed, I like to know my 
contributions are  bettering their education
•  I enjoy being able to work with special education kids without having to have a  degree. If  I were 
required to  have that degree S years ago when I first began as a  teacher’s  aide, I do not think that I 
would be working toward m y  teaching degree now
•  The challenge to  motivate th e  students to try  their best, and  helping them
•  The chance to  work with students o f  all ages and mental ability
•  1 like the type o f  students I work with
•  Student contact. I enjoy m y work with students, it’s so much fun to see a  student succeed because o f 
the help [ have provided
•  The students always m ake m y job interesting and challenging
•  I like thinking that in som e sm all way, 1 m ay be helping a  student attain more “normal”  behavior, by 
helping him /her learn to cope with whatever disability has been given him /her. I work with a  great 
faculty and administration who have been very supportive to  those o f  us that deal with very difficult 
students, I like the on-the-job training and  the hours, because it gives m e the valuable time with my 
own children
•  I really enjoy the contact I have with the students, and feel I make a  difference in the daily routine o f
their lives
•  1 like helping people - 1 feel satisfied in seeing improvement in the students
•  The kids — every year is different
•  I like working with the students and the BD team
•  Working with kids is rewarding. I like helping them ‘enjoy’ learning
•  1 enjoy working with young people and  seeing them mature into responsible adults
•  I love being with children. I love the look in their eyes when something you have been working on 
suddenly ‘clicks’ and they ‘get it’. Small reading groups are the best
•  The opportunity to work with children, especially special needs children. Hopefully, I will have been 
a ‘helping hand’ in their journey through life
•  Being able to m ake an im pact on the children I work with
•  I enjoy working with the young people. Given me an opportunity to get ou t and stay in touch with 
our future leaders and because I’m not a  ‘teacher’ a  lot o f  the students confide in me when they 
wouldn’t  to  a  teacher. I like feeling that I may have helped maybe one student
•  Working with students and  watching their excitement when they understand a  concept
•  Working and  helping students
•  I love working w ith kids and  it’s a really good feeling when the kids respond positively to the 
friendship and help you give them
•  I enjoy working one-on-one with elementary students who are enthusiastic about learning but need 
more help than they can get in  the regular classroom
•  The progress, although often ‘slow’, is the most rewarding. The students really need us
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•  I enjoy working and being around the younger students. I like the variety o f  jobs that I’m  given. 1 
enjoy it when a  child comes up to me with a  sm ile and  wants a  hug or to talk for a  bit
•  I love the interaction with the students—the joy  o f  seeing them learning something new for the first 
time — a  perfect example would be going to Special O lym pics—teaching a  child to  write cursive, 
helping them study for tests, seeing their excitement when they get that ‘A’ or ‘O K '
•  Knowing that I influence a  child’s life — he/she will remember m e years down the road
•  1 enjoy the teachers (staff) and students 1 work with
•  1 like helping children one-on-one. I really get to know  the kids and what their strengths and 
weaknesses are; and can point out the things that they are good at
•  I like working one-on-one with the students and helping them to become successful in  the  classroom.
[ enjoy the teamwork involved in working with the  Special education teacher
•  The helping. Helping a  student learn and do their best is very important to me
•  1 like working with the  students - 3
•  1 enjoy working with children and watching them  become more proficient readers, and sharpen their 
math and language skills in  the years I work with them
•  I like the challenge o f  working with special needs students. It is very satisfying to  be able to  play a  
part in their success
•  I like that I get to deal with the different students on a  daily basis
•  Working with the children and my teacher
•  Working with the students. Feeling good when the student has learned something tha t I helped them
with
•  I like working with the kids. I enjoy seeing them learn
•  Watching students grow
•  It’s a very enjoyable job — things are different all th e  tim e—the kids are wonderful
•  Contact with students
•  The students and staff that I work with
•  1 do love working with children and watching them  grow. It is so neat to see them understand 
something you have taught them and it is so exciting to see them read a  book
•  I enjoy helping the  special education teacher and also the students. It is really gratifying to see 
students reach goals that have been met and to see them  working hard to return to the classroom
•  I’m with kids all day and work one-on-one with them
•  Working with students that need m y help
THE JOB
• I get the chance to work with kids one-on-one and  don’t  need to worry about paperwork which seems 
to keep growing for special education instructors
•  Varied duties, variety o f  students
•  Low teacher/student ratio
•  I love the people I work with. They are very helpful and encouraging
•  I like the change in things — I don’t to the sam e thing everyday
•  Wow -  hard to answer! I love the working relationship with the special education teacher and my 
relationship with the kids. The role o f  support personnel can be very rewarding when everyone works 
together and COMMUNICATES!
•  I don’t  have to deal with ‘irate’ parents and do all the  testing that my supervising teacher must do
•  I receive a lot o f  positive feedback from my supervising special education teacher, and m any regular
education teachers, they treat us as professionals and  with respect
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•  f enjoy the teachers I work with and the school district I am employed in. I’ve enjoyed learning more 
about special education and behavioral disordered students
•  I like my co-workers who help out a  lot
•  I like being involved with the students and the staff - 1 really enjoy m y job because o f  the many 
different and challenging jobs, which are ever changing. I like the diversity and I also like working 
with the children
•  I enjoy working with m y classroom teacher. I like working on projects, learning centers, etc. in the 
room. I feel it is a  very personally rewarding position, which allows me to  use m y creative talents 
everyday. I love working with the students and feel like I am having a  positive impact, especially on 
the student I work with
•  I get to have fun with the students without all the paperwork
•  Variety every day
•  I feel needed by some teachers and all special education students
•  No formal education required
PERSONAL REASONS
•  Vacation time is the same as my family
•  We have basically the same hours as teachers, having the summer free
•  Not taking anything home -  gives me more time for my family
•  The hours are great and I’m on the same schedule as my children
•  I get to do all o f  the things I enjoy.
What do you like LEAST about being a  Paraeducator?
THE BENEFITS
•  The p ay - ( 1 4  times)
•  I have a lot o f  responsibility for the tiny amount o f  pay I receive
•  Pay schedule — paid hourly
•  Salary not comparable to  teacher’s salary
•  No incentives for the type o f  job you do or for any extra classes I pick up to help educate our children
•  It seems as a  paraeducator, you do pretty close to the same job as a  teacher but not paid (at least in 
this district) for what you do
•  The money is not the best, but I am not a  teacher and realize they have more on them
•  I can’t live on what I’m making unless I get a second, and sometimes third job, it’s extremely
frustrating
•  I’ve been asked to ‘cover’ classes or substitute, but I don’t  get paid for it
•  I feel that I am underpaid for my services
•  Not much, if  anything it might be the insurance isn’t  included in our contracts
THE JOB
•  I’d  like to do m ore decision making -  my mentor is open to my ideas - 1 am somewhat hesitant, 
because it is not my own room
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•  Can suggest changes th a t would be beneficial, time saving o r m oney saving — but supervisors aren 't 
always willing to m ake a  change. Something has been working for past 20 years, so why change 
(example—computerized lunch ticket system rather than punching tickets
•  I feel that we need m ore train ing and more orientation when we sta rt a  job. Maybe in some cases 
there are always a  few teachers tha t feel we are ‘below’ them . I’ve been fortunate that I've only 
encountered one teacher and  all three o f  my supervising teachers have been terrific.
•  The poor communication w ith th e  teacher — she never listens
•  The lack o f  respect and  acknowledgment o f  the job that L do from the director o f  special education 
and the administration
•  The feeling that 1 could be teaching m y own class
•  The fact that being a  para doesn’t  get m e any closer to being a  teacher
•  Amount o f  respect from som e teachers
•  Lack o f  direction on w hat a  para should do, so we in turn  g e t our share o f  recess and lunch duties
•  1 would like a  specific job  description, defining our role as paraeducators m ore clearly
•  I don’t  enjoy dealing with parents most o f  the time
•  The stress level o f  the job  can be very high, as well as the frustration
•  This seems petty, but even though I feel appreciated. I’d like m ore respect shown for the job
•  Supervising the lunch room
•  At the elementary level, I had  to  assist students in the restroom and recess duty
•  Lack o f training to deal with these needs
•  Often, when I’m in a  regular class with my integrated students, the teacher will leave the room ,
sometimes not telling m e w here he/she is going, leaving m e in  charge o f  everyone
•  Not always sure about the  correct procedures
•  Long noon recess duty in  cold w eather—(3 times)
•  I feel like a  slave by som e teachers
•  On rare occasions som e teachers have made me feel just an associate
•  Sometimes I feel associates are not acknowledged by some s ta ff  members as being very important.
We do much more for the student than help them go to the bathroom
•  I feel some type o f  certification would insure quality people tha t could be included in meetings to give 
some input in that student’s education
•  Sometimes I feel like I’m not doing enough for the student
•  Lack o f recognition
• Frustration o f  the system
• I don’t have a  clear job  description
•  The evaluation that I received
•  That you may have to  change students without any notice
•  That you can’t  change students once you’ve been placed with one — without the principal’s approval
•  Would really like to use o r be h ired  in the school system as a  teacher
•  No job description — we are the low person that does whatever that needs to be done
•  Not having enough tim e to  get m y work finished sometimes. I don’t  like having to leave in the 
middle o f a job
•  I think o f my job as a  mission, because after 23 years my incom e has gone up very little
•  Stress level
THE STUDENTS
•  Discipline problems — right now  our district is setting up Iowa Behavioral Initiative. I’m excited 
about the thought o f  all the s ta ff trying to do the same thing for our students
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•  [ was a child specific aide for a  semester. I hated that -  no training a t a ll -  they gave me a  written 
plan and I guess I m ade it work by using parenting skills or something — it was scary!
•  Discipline -  a  disrespectful student
•  I feel discouraged at the progress made with students. I see a  lack o f  motivation and respect from 
children
•  Feeling helpless when the student refuses to even try
•  Not being fully informed about students needs or disabilities
•  Frustration working with LD student
•  Lack o f parental approval o f  student
•  We don’t  see ou r special education coordinator very often
•  Dealing with behavior problems o f  aggressive and disruptive students
•  Changing diapers o f  a  special needs teenager
•  Sometimes it’s hard to be patient when you have 3 or more students refusing to  work and disturbing 
classes with students that want to  do better and are working hard
•  Sometimes I have to take away something that the child wanted and I feel bad. Sometimes I get so 
frustrated on handling certain situations
•  Behavior is sometimes hard to handle
•  Having the feeling that I’m  not helping the student the right way on certain things — the mood swings 
o f  the student — when he won’t let m e help him
•  1 don’t like that I am not able to actually teach a  classroom o f  students, but instead work with the 
same 2 students everyday. I feel the students (one that I work with prim arily) do not appreciate what
1 try to do for them  and that they do not care that I am there to help them . They take advantage o f the 
situation
•  Dealing with bad behavior and/or bad language used by kids
•  Restraining students
•  Not being able to  help a  student
•  Not knowing exactly what a  teacher requires o f  the student from a  certain task
•  Seeing what k ind o f  a  home life some students have to endure
Other comments about being a  Paraeducator
THE JOB
• I like working for this school district and having the time o ff when the kids do and having the 
summers off
•  I think being a  paraeducator is excellent training for ‘soon to be’ teachers. It provides a  mentoring 
relationship an d  environment. The hours would be ideal for those wanting to  have more time for 
family
•  1 have a  teaching certificate plus 35 grad hours - 1 also teach 5 hours per day, in m y own classroom 
in addition to  aide work
•  It’s a most rewarding job. The students are all unique
•  1 am just finishing m y first year a t this school. I’ve had 4 years experience prior to coming. I have 
always been in  the resource room but have helped with BD also. At th e  first school, I had extra 
training but n o t yet a t the school I am  at now.
•  I think many tim es the general education teacher feels threatened o r ‘loaded down’ with a  para in the 
room (in a  school where this is a  new  experience, and I have found th a t it takes constant 
communication and a  ‘team  approach’ to  make it successful. I could write a  book!
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•  No 2 years have been the same. Duties also change each year depending on the number o f  students 
and grade levels
•  Paraeducators are invaluable to our system. I think that school need more o f  us for better success o f  
students in the  classroom
•  As a general aide, I feel I’m  a  Jack o f  all trades, master o f  none some days. 1 have library checkout 
duties. I would really like to work with the students m ore and  be chained to the copy machine less!
•  I love doing m y job and would like to have more responsibilities and  leeway
•  I love m y job and since 1 didn’t realize 1 would love teaching until I left I was an aide (but not too old 
to be useful) to go back to school and become a  teacher, being a  paraeducator is fulfilling
•  I love m y job, but I do things that special education and  regular education teachers do and they’re 
making three and  four times as much money. 1 modify tests, quizzes, and  assignments, help write 
goals for the lEPs, update files, have students in resource room by m yself (without special education 
teacher present), and do exercises and toilet duties w ith handicapped student. I don’t  feel I’m being 
paid for what I’m  doing o r what I’m  worth!
•  I enjoy working with the students, but an not interested in doing grades, lesson plans, or having the 
responsibility o f  dealing with parents, teachers’ committees, curriculum development, etc. I do not 
worry about continuing education fix: recertification. I don’t  take hours o f  work home with me every 
night. I f  I had wanted that, I would have finished m y degree. This way 1 have the fun o f  teaching 
without the stress!
•  It is an honor and a  pleasure to be able to work with young children who are having learning 
difficulties. They are truly a joy to be around. They keep m e feeling young
•  No day is the same with this position. Being flexible, and  having a  positive attitude helps. I laugh a  
lot — at m yself and with our students
•  Overall, I enjoy being a  paraeducator. I think we are a  real asset to  the teacher
•  I started as a  teacher, quit to raise my own children, and  this gives me the opportunity to  work at a  job 
1 enjoy without the extra hours needed for planning, meetings, education, etc. Pay scale could be 
better but is competitive with other jobs in the area
•  I believe that I am respected by the students and other faculty members for the work that I do. I enjoy 
working with the students regardless o f  their background or level o f  achievem ent I feel fortunate that 
I am allowed to work in this position without having a  college degree
•  I took the job as an associate because I could not find a  job  teaching history, sociology, or psychology,
which am certified to teach. The benefits are good and the pay is not bad. As I mentioned before, the 
student I am assigned to does not seem to understand that I am basically his last resort to stay in a  
regular school and he does not try to help him self when help is offered. This is very frustrating
•  It has been a  learning process with m yself Being a  regular associate for 7 years before this one has 
helped m e to be a  friend with the students, and learn their needs from previous years. It has been 
really rewarding many times, even without training I feel confident in  what I have accomplished this 
year. Thank you
•  I hope that we get more kids so I can enjoy working as a  teacher assistant
•  I find this job very rewarding. I love coming to work and  finding out what I wall be doing that day. I
like the diversity
•  I feel a  paraeducator has the opportunity to be a  mentor to the child, but with the inclusion program 
more training will be important. The most important qualification for a  para is love for children
•  I thoroughly enjoy my job — I have a  lot o f  different duties, which I think keeps my job interesting.
•  I do everything that a  teacher does—because I taught for 10 years and now have very little paper work
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FEELINGS
•  I have had many opportunities to  go on to school o r find a  different job. I like working with kids as a  
para I get the opportunity to work with the kids one-on-one. It seems, as a  teacher you have m ore 
paper work so there is less tim e to work with kids. Scheduling also makes this a  problem in our 
district
•  The others paras I work with have shown me that it takes a  very special kind o f  person to work w ith 
the demanding types o f  children we see every day. 1 have developed great bonds with m y co-workers. 
They are an unending source o f  support
•  I have enjoyed my first year w ith the school system and  hope to continue to be a  part o f  our system
•  1 have always had the privilege to work with excellent teachers w ho value my opinion
•  IF you are the only one at your school, no one else really recognized how much work you really pu t in 
to help the students
•  It’s a  challenging but rewarding job  that takes patience and love. I believe m y parenting skills a re  a 
‘'big’ plus in this position
•  I have had some wonderful teachers to work with over the years and they have taught me so m uch. 
Every day continues to be a  learning experience. Being a  paraeducator is a rewarding job!
•  I truly enjoy my job, not everyone can do this job so 1 guess this makes me special
•  I was attracted to this position mainly because o f  the hours, which, because I have an elementary 
child in the same district, allows me to have a  job to m ake extra money and at the same time, be home 
with m y child and use m y education training
•  My mothering experience and learning from working with teachers has helped more than m y college 
education
MY NEEDS
•  1 enjoy m y work, but feel ‘somewhat looked down on’ by licensed staff because o f m y ‘position’
•  I have been very fortunate in having a  very outstanding teacher a s  a  role model. 1 don’t  always see 
this in a  lot o f  classrooms
•  I would like to see paraeducator included in weekly teacher inservice time so that we can have more 
contact with individual teachers to know what is expected from them
•  I definitely feel that training should be a  priority for all paraeducators. Our jobs cover many areas 
and are very demanding. Last but not least, better wages
•  I f  certification becomes an option, a  salary increase should follow. These should be some sort o f  
formal training from the AEA or the school district. I had none other than a  few basic school rules 
and on-the-job as the school year went on. Even when substitutes are hired, paraeducators often find 
themselves leading the class because they know m ore o f  what is going on. Thank you for your 
interest
•  1 would like to see the salary be commensurate with the  quality o f  job you do. I f  there is a  workshop 
that would be beneficial to me, the students and my job, I would like to be able to attend with foil pay 
or even pay for the class i f  there is a  fee. I work with special needs kids privately and make ten 
dollars an hour
•  I enjoy my job but a  few things I wish were changed and  then I th ink  I would consider staying and  
maybe pursuing a  teaching career
•  I am expected to do many things, that I have not been trained for
•  I do think additional in-services or workshops would be beneficial in some areas
•  I feel that as a  paraeducator who is going to school to try  and better myself and my job 
responsibilities, I should be paid more
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
349
KANSAS PARAEDUCATOR SURVEY RESPONSES
W hat do you like MOST a boot beiag a Paraedacator?
THE STUDENTS
* W orking with the students who need a  little extra help to  be successful in the world
* I love th e  kids
* W orking with children and teachers
* Enjoy working with the students and  seeing that I can m ake a  difference in their work and  attitude
* Enjoy seeing  the  student progress over the year, and their self esteem increase relative to  their 
accomplishments
* The aw ards and achievements. Also the love and  smiles that the kids have to  offer
* Helping students. Seeing them improve
* 1 like being a  part o f  the process and seeing the  results in  the students as they leam, grow  and  m ature 
W orking with students, getting to know them  and  watch their improvement and make friends
* Being able to help students with special needs to  be successful in school
* G enerally the positive feedback and  acceptance from the  students
* Being around kids and helping them
* W orking with JTPA and seeing the success o f  individual employment without supervisor after going 
through the program
The kids — watching growth
* Giving the  extra help, that can make the difference in  a  student being able to progress
* G iving students moral support
* The feeling o f  elation when a  student progresses and knowing I’ve been a  part o f  it
* W orking with students, the opportunity to help educate students and be involved in helping them  to 
succeed in  learning
I enjoy working with the students and s ta ff  1 like to help anywhere I can. The teachers in our 
special education department are the best
* W orking with students
* W orking with the students on a  m ore individualized basis
* Being able to help children leam
* Like th e  look on a  child’s face when they finally figure out something we have been working hard on.
It is such a  great feeling to know you were the one that helped that child leam and understand.
* The children I work with really try  to  please. They work harder than a regular classroom students do
I really enjoy seeing the growth in the students I work with
* Have th e  opportunity to make a  difference in a  child’s life
* Being able to help/work with the kids. They are  so very special
* The support role that 1 give to students that m ay need a  little extra help, hi doing this, th e  best part is 
when th e  lightbulb goes o ff and they then enjoy w hat they have learned
* The opportunity to work with young people and to be able to  give guidance to those who need it. 
Being around the children
* Get to  work with children and f love it — (2 times)
Being ab le to help the children — the handicap students - 1  enjoy the fulfillment I get from working 
with these children
* I like seeing results from working with kids - 1  feel it is so worthwhile and meaningful to  see and be 
a part o f  a  child’s learning stages. To know I’ve made a  difference in  a child’s life and  learning 
concepts is so rewarding
* I like seeing the progress made especially by LD students
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Helping students become successful a t a  skill and seeing those children begin to use the skills in their 
work — (4  times)
Children, seeing the lightbulb go on
* 1 love th e  students — it is rewarding to work with th em —(3 times)
* Being helpful to children and teachers—(3 times)
THE JOB
1 like working with the teachers and other staff, being a  part o f the school 
I like the  variety o f  m y job, feel very well supported, and  enjoy the challenge o f  special education 
Sharing m y joy  o f  reading, and  hopefully passing it on
* 1 love th e  diversity
* The children — 1 feel I do m ake a  difference; I feel m y values and life style encourage students to 
become the  best they can be
* AH in all, being a  para is and will continue to  be a  great experience for m e
* The teachers I work with
1 enjoy being part o f  the staff a t my school
M eaningful relationships — I have been allowed freedom to work independently
PERSONAL REASONS
* 1 like the hours and being a  mom it is nice to  have weekends and summers off
* The hours and summers o ff  — (7  times)
What do you like LEAST about being a  Paraeducator?
THE BENEFITS
* The pay should be higher
* SSS -  No money
* The poor p ay —(21 times)
* For the am ount o f  work we do, we don’t get paid enough
* We need to be on a contract to  be paid year round
* Subs
* The benefits
* The paras are handling a  lot o f  the  instruction and care o f  students without being appropriately 
compensated
There should be a  difference in pay scale between regular and special education paras 
Having to  work elsewhere during the summer, and over vacations
* Not finishing college so I could have been a  teacher
Never being paid for holidays, snow days, vacation, etc. — (2 times)
* Living wages should be paid
* Always loved m y job and felt very valued by the children and adults 1 work with — the district 
however does not value on my role and does little to  reward experience o r excellence. After 15 years 
in the district — I am making ju st a little more than m y 18 years son working in a  convenience store 
is. Most paras have a  second job  to ju st stay afloat — It is hard to make up fix’ lost salary during 
breaks, snow  days, conference days, summer, Christmas, etc. It is never ending and frustrating.
* Remember, we only get paid 7  hours a  day, 18(H- days a  year -N o  school — no pay
* The pay — starting a t S5.60 an  hour is not very good -  S500 per month only pays the house mortgage
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
351
THE JOB
Changing diapers
There are times when the challenge is less than I desire
The fact the teachers are  taken out o f  the classroom too much to do paperwork and conduct meetings. 
Some regular education teachers are very inflexible. They do not take kindly to modifications. They 
sit at desk, while para circulates, and answers questions from special education and regular students, 
which cuts down on time given per special education students. When there are a  large number o f  
special education students w ith varying abilities, this is a  real hindrance
Missing out on planning tim e, due to being in PE, which is a  waste o f  tim e, 99% o f  the tune. 1 feel 
like a  babysitter and usually stand around for 40 minutes. Sometimes I play with the kids, [m iss out 
on what the team is doing, a  lot o f  times [ am clueless
The peers who feel they are  better than you because they have a degree and  won’t  listen to advice 
from people who have job experience and  actually know the job better
Not being recognized for the responsibilities that we have in working w ith the kids. People think we 
just grade papers and m ake copies
Not acknowledged fix' the  services we perform — sometimes not given credit for improvements and 
suggestions made -
I don’t  like the attitude that some staff members have that paras are “ju s t paras”
Being looked at (by a  few teachers) as “copy girl”  or “babysitter”, not being able to sub for a  teacher 
because I’m not certified w ith 60 college credit hours
[ feel, at times, I’m  “grazing”, just walking around the room not working directly with identified 
students
[ felt 1 was beneath the teachers (HS), pulled between the sp.ed and regular teachers 
Teachers, principals, and superintendents usually do not know the role th a t a  para has 
We don’t  always get the credit we deserve. Paras work hard at what they do and it is nice to hear it. 
it’s great to be included in th e  educational process; however, we are not “degree”  educators. It is 
hard to deal with the lack o f  respect that sometimes comes your way.
The way some teachers view our job
The stigma regular educators pu t on sped teachers, paras, and students 
Interruptions, no or little plan time
It seems we need more tim e with each child — never enough time
THE STUDENTS
The behavior o f  some students a t the high school level is what you expect that you would receive at 
an elementary level. It goes fix’ regular education as well as special education 
Not being able to always motivate a child
Working with the type o f  student 1 work with there is always a  chance they could be violent. With 
the news coverage on the shootings in Jonesboro, Arkansas, I’m afraid it could happen here. Also not 
knowing how they could treat m e or m y family out in public
Sometimes the number o f  students all having more severe special needs can be overwhelming 
Seeing the sadness in som e child’s family life — not being able to fix it fix’ him/her -  (2 times) 
Working with BD children
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Other comments about being a  Paraeducator
THE JOB
• W orking in different districts, you are able to see the difference directors and staff can m ake. It is 
frustrating to come into a  district that is years behind the district you left. There should be a  way to 
be m ore balanced with the auditing going on.
• I appreciate working with children but yet not having paperwork, extra meetings, and other 
responsibilities teachers have
• Some o f  the regular education teachers are great to work with; others act like we are ‘beneath them ’. 
M ost o f  the regular education students respect paras, but some feel because we are not teachers, we 
have no right to tell them anything
• W e are  required to have 20 inservice hours per year—This is a  state mandate.
• I enjoy being around children and working one-on-one. It gives me a wonderful feeling when the 
children finally understand a  certain concept being worked on.
• I have chosen the career as a  “Para”  to  help children with special needs because everyone deserves 
the opportunity to succeed. Some ju s t need more help than others need.
• The uncertainty o f  what position/grade level you will be working at next year can make ou r job 
stressful
• The teachers and principal 1 work with are very much team players and work hard at m aking all 
“paras”  feel they are part o f  this team
• Being a  para has been a  rewarding occupation. So many o f  our students have a  small circle o f  people 
they come in contact w ith and we have the chance to help brighten their lives by giving extra 
attention
• 1 like people as a  whole and enjoy them . M y outlook is everyone deserves a  chance for education. 
Special education is and can be a  great confidence builder. I f  you have that it contributes towards 
success. I am currently taking m ore college hours for a  possible degree
• It is a  very rewarding job and I enjoy it very much
Sometimes, more patience is required dealing with regular teachers, than special education students, 
because they are not willing to  adjust to changes in “their” classrooms -  for the most part, it is great, 
being a  part o f  educational system
• It is a  very fulfilling job. You get to  work one-on-one with the students 
At one time, 1 worked in an  adult learning center also.
FEELINGS
• I feel a  valued part o f  a  team — m y input is valued and I am used when needed and can’t  w ait fix' each 
new day to start.
• Day goes so quickly
• Thanks f i r  the treat and opportunity to participate
• I th ink paras are an important part o f  a  student’s day.
• In m any cases, paras just aren’t  given any credit f i r  their contributions
• I’ve being doing this many years and I can’t  think o f  another job I would rather do. The kids are a  
huge blessing in my life. I’ve learned a  lot from them
• I took this job with no educational background, not having any skills other than parenting m y own 
kids. I feel this job has helped me to  be a better parent to m y own children.
• The teacher whom I work with has become my best friend and we enjoy working together a s  a  team. 
O ur ideas about discipline and w ork ethic run parallel, thus making for a  pleasant working situation
• Being a  para has helped me to  be a  better parent. So many times you see the “wrong” type o f  parent 
in th is line o f  work. I have learned from their mistakes
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Being a  one-on-one para is very taxing m entally—However he  is very full o f  love. I want to come to 
school every day even though m y family knows I could do better. I’m  doing w hat's right for m e at 
this time.
I wish I would have tried it  sooner
I really wouldn’t  want to do  anything else. 1 really enjoy working w ith kids and  being a  para — it's  
rewarding and fulfilling
This is a great job. You can feel very good about your contributions to  th e  students, teachers, and 
school in your community. Wie need more paras.
MY NEEDS
1 would like the chance for further training and education to increase m y  salary, o r to be able to use 
m y experience toward credit hours fix' an  education degree. 1 can not afford to stop working to go 
back and get a degree
Overall, I enjoy m y “para”  work. I believe having a  teaching certificate would bring more 
satisfaction. I would like to  be involved with the planning fix- students, and  not just carrying out o f  
plans
Very demanding job i f  it is done right. Only qualified people should be employed.
rt’s hard to keep good people unless their spouse has a  good income. People can afford to stay in
school district -  the kids suffer
Having training on teachers scheduled work day is good
I would only change positions due to better pay opportunity. 1 think there  should be some financial 
reward for education level along with years served 
I would like to stay in this job, but cannot due to  financial stress
I don’t fee! most school personnel understand the vital role o f  paraprofessionals. Many special 
students could not be serviced without the help o f  the paras. Being a  para is a  very rewarding career 
but can also be very stressful 
Thank you for caring — it was great!
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Iowa Teacher Survey Responses
W hat do you like MOST about working with Paraeducators?
SUPERVISION
The help in covering ail bases with students — they supply an extra set o f  hand to work in general 
education classes I can’t
• Having a  para gives students more instructional education when there are many different levels o f  
students in the room a t a  time. Some paras know what needs to be completed without being told. 
They give the instructor the opportunity to  complete th e  required paper work necessary for the 
students educational programs
• Working with a  para with a  high level o f  skills is a  tremendous asset to a  special education program 
and how well services are provided to students
• Sharing o f  information, teaching styles and  techniques. K now ing‘my students’ are getting 
additional attention
• Bonding, planning, brainstorming about student and their activities, too minds are better than one 
I like the flexibility it gives to the program. We are able to  accommodate and provide in-depth 
services for individual small groups o f  students
• The assistance they provide
• They help resource students stay on task so the teacher can teach the concepts. They help the 
students complete the tasks. We can talk about a  problem and come up with more solutions or a t 
least a  different point o f  view
• Being able to share ideas with each other — having someone be able to see successes o f my students — 
I appreciate having another adult in m y room to cover my class especially i f  there is a problem, i.e. 
illness, behavior
• Students having someone else in the special education classroom where they can receive additional 
assistance as needed
• It gives me time to work on students’ skills; all m y tim e no longer goes to tutoring. We are able to 
provide so much more for our students because o f  the contributions o f  our paras
• Without these people, the quality and safety o f  the students education would be jeopardized
• They fulfill many tasks I could not do because o f  sheer numbers. They provide an extra pair o f  hands
• I like being able to send them out in other classes to work with our integrated students. I am able to
be in the two places at once
• They are able to help me with more children or children more effectively. With disabled students, 
the student/teacher ratio should be small
Since she works primarily with one physically and mentally disabled child, this allows more time for 
m e to devote to other students
• They are extra eyes and ears. They see things I may miss when working with other students 
Helping with students and checking papers
• It helps with the rest o f  the class because m y attention does not have to be folly applied to the one 
student
• The ability for the students to receive individual instruction
• I think we are able to get special help to m ore students with the team concept
• The assistance she gives her student is so important and makes the school day fix’ the child so much 
more worthwhile because o f  the one-on-one attention. She is flexible and our personalities are so 
alike
• Having an extra person to help with the different levels/grades/disabi 1 ities that are in the room
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Someone to help with ideas, suggestions, and strategies 
The extra assistance for students
The fact o f  having another person to  assist with projects is great. My experience is very different. 
She is a  certified teacher and  extremely capable. What I like m ost is that the  physical care o f  the 
child is completely in her hands. We work together to m ake necessary accommodations however 
One-on-one work with our student in need
Knowing she’s aware when things need to be adjusted and comfortable in  m aking the decisions 
without me there
They are another adult set o f  hands, eyes, and mind to help w ith students
More than one person helps build great teaching -  ideas help m ore students at one time
THE PEOPLE
One o f  our aides has been w ith m e for about 8 years. She has a  high school education plus a  
cosmetology degree. We have become friends. She has very good computer skills and math skills. 
Those are two areas that I’m  not th e  best in, so we have a  good working relationship. The way our 
schedule is set up our aides do most o f the  tutoring and shadowing o f  classes, which leaves tim e for 
the teachers to substitute classes, team-teach, and do remediation
They add a  great deal to the  success o f students they come in contact with on a  daily basis
It’s a good opportunity to m eet someone who enjoys working w ith kids and learn their point o f  view
My para is a  very responsible person. I know she will carry through on every task  she is given. In
addition, she is tremendous support when working with behavior problems in the classroom. She
does not back away from a  problem, she deals with it as needed, she does not overstep her bounds, but
instead sees her role as an integral part o f  educating the students w e serve
They are very helpful and dependable in  working with students
I am fortunate to have a  fabulous para. She provides support. I run ideas by her and she offers 
opinions. She adds an additional perspective — i f  I am frustrated with a  student and at the end o f  my 
rope, she can take over working w ith that student
She is open to suggestions, she is always willing to do w hat we ask, she is very resourceful, and it 
helps when I need to work with individual students she is there  for m e and my students. Excellent 
when you want to divide and  do group work
I am lucky in the sense that I have had good paras to work closely with. The paras I have worked 
with have all had experience in the  classroom (special education) and  do well. They have been 
dependable and work very well with my students 
They are trying to help kids and are very committed
They care about the children and are enthusiastic. They support the students, provide immediate 
feedback, and help them become independent learners in several areas (self-help, academics, 
behavior, etc.)
They provide information from a  different perspective, which is usually very helpful. They have the 
chance to talk with the children a t unstructured times and a t tim es gain information that can be 
helpful
The aide I work with is extremely competent. She is very dedicated to  our students. She always is 
willing to do extra activities to  help the activities. Since she is a  licensed teacher, she offers valuable 
input into planning and behavior management systems for the students 
They provide additional support for students to enable their successful inclusion in the general 
education setting
Their enthusiasm and patience working with students—cooperation with classroom teachers, pleasant 
dispositions
The people I work with are exceptional people and are very dedicated to the students and their needs.
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• They sometimes can Teach’ students that we teachers can’t
They give different insights — m ine does what I ask and m ore—does a  great job  with the students — 
they are like having another teacher—they do other things without asking because they know what I 
expect
• The person that the para is — she is very skilled in the work, which eases m y workload a  great deal. 1 
can ask her to  do something and know it will be done and done well
We can share and brainstorm ways to help students—one person could not provide for all students 
needs
• Assistance, feedback, and  having a  sounding board
I have a  wonderful para — she is very dependable, kind, but also a  good disciplinarian with every 
student. She has 26 years o f  experience in working with children—th e  m ost years as an educational 
associate in  our school system
Teamwork -  when we are  dealing with a  problem it is great to watch a s  an  appropriate number o f  
trained people are instantly on the scene o f  a  problem while others fell back and continue all students 
programs without m issing a  step. C reativity—generate great suggestions and quickly make my 
program changes that I suggest a  reality
• They know exactly what I expect o f  them  and they do it. I have to  leave for something they can take 
over. The work will be done when I get back. The rapport that we have in our classroom is excellent 
and that is very important. I f  a  situation comes up we can sit down and  everyone has a  voice in it. 
Pros and cons are voiced and we try and  come up with the best solution
• 1 like the feet that I have someone in m y room to lend a hand to those th a t need additional help. We 
get along great and I don’t  know what I’d do without her
• Resourcefulness, having an adult to talk to, extra help
• Teamwork -  and an  extra set o f  hands when you can’t  do it all. A lso , 1 am extremely fortunate with 
the quality o f  paras I work with and w e problem-solve and generate ideas together
• Observation o f  their dedication and commitment
• They are good people — kind, unselfish
• Professional behavior, positive interactions with students
W hat do you like LEAST about working with Paraeducators?
SUPERVISION
• Our district does not provide any formal training or orientation — this year I did not even know the 
nam e o f  my associate until school started — (Yes, I had asked several times) but often they move them 
around from year to  year and sometimes the administration isn’t  sure w hat’s, what or who will be 
where
• Sometimes it is hard to get used to someone else talking when you are, o r when the rest o f the class is 
having study tim e — I do miss the quiet
• Finding subs when they are unable to be here
• Sometimes I miss having m y room and m y class all to myself — at times I feel inadequate when asked 
questions as to  how  to do things with the student (who is severe and profound)
• M anaging their tim e and students’ schedules
• List o f  job description and what y  responsibilities are as an educator
Participating with paraeducators that are not doing their job  -  conferencing, documenting, retraining, 
etc.
• Sometimes having to  correct things they do
• I dislike sharing one aide among three teachers
• They frequently stay past hours or come in early so that we have a  chance to  discuss things. They are
not financially compensated for this tim e
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I f  the para does not do their job well it makes twice as much work for the  teach er—teaching and 
reteaching the para as well as working with the child
Sometimes there is not the follow-through like you would want, because o f  the lack o f  time the para is 
in the room
Lack o f  preplanning time and working the room for space
Always feeling like you have to keep them busy (she is great though and always find things to do) 
Handling conflicts -  having to state negative feedback—if  they aren’t good — they are more work than 
help
Skills o f  paras vary greatly. W orking with a  para with weak skills is frustrating 
A para is hired for the purpose o f  replacing a  teacher
My para is frequently used as an interpreter. This puts a  sub in my classroom and  adjusting to this is 
different. These individuals need a  training session before they can function effectively. That 
wouldn’t  even be sufficient for som e that substitute in these positions. They aren’t  sure o f  what to do 
and attending to  that take time from the students. Therefore a  sub does m ore clerical work and often 
cannot carry out on those tasks
Training new aides is the least liked. Becoming friends with the aides makes it difficult for me to 
discipline them or tell them they shouldn’t  be doing something. One o f  the aides tends to talk too 
much and she gets herself into situations that escalate out o f  control. She doesn’t  know when to back 
off from confrontations. The aides sometimes think they need to know all the particulars o f  some 
situations that don’t  pertain to them
Some paras need more guidance which requires more work for the instructor
THE PEOPLE
Lack o f  communication between us sometimes, contradicting statements to students by myself and the 
aide
Age difference when egos are at stake!
When they change things without discussing it with me first — when they th ink they are teachers and 
should be treated exactly like teachers
There is nothing as we get along very well with the ones I have — it would be very hard to work with 
someone that did not want to follow the program or do the extra things that a re  sometimes needed 
They lack consistency -  their philosophies may differ -  Their ways o f  dealing with students may 
differ from mine
When we occasionally disagree about how to handle something
My para has developed a ‘buddy’ relationship with many students. They do not speak to with the 
respect they should. I have to watch where I place her and m y special needs student, because they 
talk to her and ‘goof OS’ and the para encourages it. It I’m out o f  the room, they do not listen to her 
like they should
They are underpaid and therefore often lack the energy and incentive to do their best and to remain in 
their positions. Our school food worker and maintenance staff are better paid 
The lack o f  trust, talking to  staff in general about class situations -  inappropriate comments about 
people in general — lack o f  confidentiality -  trying to be the teacher — lack o f  being tactful -gossiping 
to staff members and not 100% accurate or even 20%
When the teacher and para have different philosophies and expectations o f  students 
Feeling o f  always being ‘in charge’ o f  an adult. Always having to explain or modify for para 
Telling them what to do over and over, when needed
I feel like even though they have worked with students they still lack some o f  the  knowledge that 
might come along with training and  certifications. I am lucky that the paras I work with do have 
excellent judgm ent and ask i f  they are in doubt
I think sometimes they see the students side o f  things and their thinking is a little confused a t times
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• I have never had a  negative experience
TIME
Having not enough tune to plan and work with them — managing them sometimes is m ore difficult 
than working with all the kids yourself (not currently, but in the past)
• I have very little time to myself. M y personal planning periods usually involve discussions 
concerning our students
• Lack o f  time to communicate with them
• Not enough time to plan
• Lack o f time for planning with each o ther
• I have to plan for the student as well as the  associate. This can be frustrating a t tim es
• I’m never a lone—there is always another adult in m y classroom now 
The management aspect o f having four staff plus students to plan for 
Lack o f  time to communicate with them
We have so little tune to meet in order to  coordinate our activities
• Not having time to coordinate—or sit down and discuss things with them -o u r day is scheduled very 
tight and we have people coming and going constantly
O ther comments about working with Paraeducators
SUPERVISION
Without their help I would be less effective in helping all my students reach their potential
• Our aides do not have a contract—we have a  difficult time finding good aides. We have had 3 aides 
in 3 years -  two o f  these had teaching certificates and went on to positions in other buildings / 
districts
■ There needs to be some type o f  training they undergo. Teacher should have say over i f  th is para is 
rehired
This is the first place I’ve ever had a  full-time para because I have a student with cerebral palsy in a 
regular first grade classroom. I couldn’t  begin to do without her assistance 
A certain level o f  skill proficiency in reading and writing should be required
• Due to teachers’ lack o f  input in hiring para and their lack o f experiences, training, uncomfortable 
situations occur
• 80% o f the associates I have worked w ith have and are great help and do well w ith on th e  job 
training. However, pre-training and orientation would be even more beneficial
THE PEOPLE
• I have been lucky that the paras I work with have educational backgrounds—they m ay have been 
educated as a  para or are a  licensed teacher
• I have had the opportunity to be a  para as well as work with many paras both good and  bad. I think 
one o f my greatest concerns is that good paras do not get the respect that they deserve fix* doing a 
goodjob
In this case, the para and special needs student do not get along very well. I do not approve o f  the 
manner in which she speaks to the student. She ‘nags’ and is very negative a t tim es. I often have to 
step in and take over because o f  this
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T he associates can either be very helpful or very stressful. I have one associate who knows exactly 
where to be and w hat to  do. She knows that it is ‘kids’ first. T he other associate puts in her tim e and 
gets paid. I feel I have to plan for her as well as  the kids
1 think: a  skilled para is very valuable but a  poorly skilled one could be a  great problem
She is like m y right arm, and  I couldn’t  run m y classroom as efficiently without her
It is extremely important to have a  para that has a  positive attitude toward resource student problems.
The para needs to  be flexible and have a  good sense o f  hum or
I f  there is a  personality conflict, they shouldn’t  stay together. They need to be told at the very 
beginning what is expected o f  them. Any new  information o r things going on in the school system 
they should be informed o f
I have been blessed to work with such caring, helpful and  fun people
In our small community, they have the chance to  interact w ith the children outside o f  school. T his 
can be very helpful. They freely give their tim e above an d  beyond their scheduled hours. They also 
provide special rewards for the children on them own
If  they know their place and  job  responsibility and remem ber who the teacher is there is no problem
OTHER
One o f  the aides we now have is studying to be a  special education teacher
They aren’t paid enough for what they do — our district pays five dollars an hour -  appalling!!!
A barrier to  obtaining and keeping excellent paras is their pay. Schools don’t seem willing to  pay 
them well. Most o f  our paras are paid in the six  to eight do llar range -  but really should be paid  ten 
to twelve dollars an  hour. If  pay cannot improve; we w ill keep losing high quality paras 
Very important to have working relationship with the  para. Not all teams are cohesive. I f  team 
doesn’t  work, then child doesn’t  benefit
If  all aides were as effective, as the one I currently work w ith, teaching would be a  piece o f  cake 
I f  we are given the time to train them on the job  and problem solve with them, include them as a  part 
o f  the team supporting students they can be invaluable 
I enjoy my associate, I don’t  know what I’d do without them !
It is a  valuable growing experience
My para is overworked and underpaid—paras are not compensated or recognized for all that they do 
Every class would benefit from a  para in the classroom — special needs or not 
Many o f  these people have the most difficult job  in the school
They are very important to  an educational setting, provide an  extreme amount o f extra help
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Kansas Teacher Survey Responses
What do you like MOST about working with. Paraeducators?
SUPERVISION
• I think it wonderful that m y students have the support that is needed for them  to be successful in the 
classroom. When using the strategy o f  partial participation my students not only need support from 
me but also from framed caring individual. Since I can not be in all places a t all times, it is very 
comforting to know that the students have someone they can count on. It is also very helpful to have 
an additional option, perspective, different experiences to draw from when confronted with a  problem 
o r situation
• W e are a  team and we work together very closely. I know that the students are  receiving services.
• Good ones make a  world o f difference in  helping to provide the best possible program for my students 
Being able to work one-on-one with a  student
• Having them locate and modify m aterials
• There is another adult to reinforce and help m aintain learning — 2
• Paraeducators can give more one-on-one instruction to students that the special education teacher 
doesn’t  have time to give
• It frees me to work one-on-one with students who need extra help
• Brainstorming solutions for individual student needs -  the paras often have excellent ideas that I have 
not thought of
• It allows me to give my students individual/small group instruction which would not be possible 
without the use o f  paras
• 1 can impact more students and more student needs
• Having another adult in the room to assist with students. If  I am by m yself it can get overwhelming 
when several students need assistance a t once. The wide range o f  ability levels one room can cause 
chaos without my paras
• It allows for support o f  students in regular classrooms
• Being able to help get to more students
• I think it is wonderful for the students. Our students enjoy having two adults in the classroom. My 
para is wonderful and sometimes she has insight to a  student. It is nice to  have someone in the room 
to give their perspective o f  the student
• My para is so good it is almost like team teaching
• The para helps decrease the case load, and  gives the teacher more time with each student
• Their feedback on students -  differing opinions bring insight — inclusion classes
• Paras allow me the time to have planning and lunch periods same as other teachers
• Having the extra hands and assistance
• The extra person helps to better fill th e  needs o f  the students especially since classes usually have 
more than one subject and more than one level o f  academic need
• W ithout their support, I could not serve a ll the students on my caseload. I enjoy sharing ideas, 
getting their viewpoints, and suggestions
• The students I work with need individual attention and I cannot be with each one at all times. My 2 
paras are excellent workers and follow through with plans and programs I have established
• Good back-up and support
• Gives teachers an opportunity to give valuable one-on-one to students in need
• Allow teacher time away from time-robbing paper work
• There is not way we could cover students in inclusive settings and support teachers (reg.) and students 
without paras
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
362
THE PEOPLE
• Things come naturally to her, in servicing students. She truly cares about the students
• They are lifesavers. I worked in a  district for 5 years and  did not have a  para. The only students I 
worked with were learning disabled. Now I have an  interrelated classroom and I would be going out 
o f  my m ind without paras. They actually showed m e ‘the ropes’ how to use them and work out their 
schedules. They’re great. 1 could go on and on about how wonderful they are, but I think you would 
get bored
• 1 am very fortunate to work with two excellent paras. I appreciate they understand what needs to 
happen to best help our students leam and how to  go about accomplishing that goal 
Collaboration
• My paras are dedicated people and really care about our students
In particular, I enjoy the paras that I work with a t the  present time. They are both very caring for my 
students as well as the staff and myself. I am  very lucky to have 2  paras that are wonderful to work 
with
• T he team work to be able to provide the  best for the children
• I am lucky to have two wonderful, dependable and hard-working paras. They make the children work 
and not just give them the answer. I can attend to students and not worry about how the other 
students are being worked with
• The help they provide—a good para is truly an extension o f  the  special educator. A strong para can 
relieve the stress o f  a  large caseload
• It gives the children a  wide variety o f  experiences with different personalities. They provide me 
humor, emotional support, valuable feedback on students, and do clerical tasks. They help keep me 
sane in an insane job. I have a  great bunch to  work with a t present
• It gives me someone to bounce ideas o ff
• Helps me keep m y perspective
• The ‘team ’ m entality—the morale boost -  the companionship
• Another adult’s opinions (outlook) is important
• I f  you have a  good one, that is motivated, it is a  great way o f  bouncing o ff ideas. It also is nice to 
have someone else to help make suggestions
• Having a  para makes for a  complete team -  they are vital to our team
• Having a  para allows for more ideas which allow our total team  to grow
The work ethics and attitudes o f  the ones I’ve had the pleasure o f  working with have been admirable
• I enjoy the interpersonal relationships such as sharing ideas on working with students
• All three o f  m y paras have the ability to see what needs to  be done and they do it. They use common
sense and ask when they need help. They all three put the students needs first and are gaining the 
respect o f  all staff wherein they can offer advise and ideas to  the  teachers they are assigned to during 
inclusion (they also proofread for me — except this — sorry i f  something isn’t  clear)
• Their caring attitude
Good natured — positive feelings towards their jobs
• Their support, collaboration, flexibility, and competencies to  the  students are invaluable. They can 
step in and provide support for completing a  task once I’ve laid down the law and said it had to be 
accomplished by a  certain time. They sometimes know more personal information about students 
than I do through casual conversations. They also help lighten the load (paperwork especially) so I 
can spend more time with kids
• My particular para is exceptional. The only difference between her role and mine is a  teaching 
certificate. She has great organizational skills and is o f  great importance to our class
• Couldn’t do everything without them!!!
Being able to give them a  task and they are capable o f  accomplishing it
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• [ enjoy seeing the strengths they have and  how their unique talents can benefit a  child. Love the
support!
What do you like LEAST about working w ith Paraeducators?
SUPERVISION
The inconsistency o f  the job. The teacher and or the  para not knowing from day to  day or year to year 
i f  they will continue to have a  job. T h e  constant reevaluation on i f  the position is needed. There 
needs to be consistency fix’ the teacher and  the  para 
I am not able to be the only one working w ith the students
Only when they don’t  ask questions th a t need to  be asked or when they are sitting doing nothing, 
when there are other projects to be worked on (fortunately we don’t  have much difficulty with this)
• Dealing with high turnover due to low wages and little administrative support. W e end up having to 
retrain on class content, teacher personality differences, and computer programs
• I have had paras in the past who have tried to  run th e  classroom and have been rude to the students -  
fortunately 1 do not work with them any longer
Checking their time sheets for accuracy
• 1 dislike being the ‘boss’ - 1 hate laying down demands
• I feel I rush the para so much. I never have time to teach them what I expect. I feel I show one tim e
-  now you do it -  and rarely get the tim e to  go back and check -  re tra in—or evaluate
• Evaluations
• Evaluating them
• Working with problematic paras—takes time from the students
• Evaluating them - 1 find it very uncomfortable
• 1 have taught for 27 years. I have been fortunate in that I have had a  para to assist m e fix- a part o f
the day as both a  regular education teacher and a  special education teacher. I feel strongly that the 
role o f a  para should be working w ith students, not grading papers. My paras have worked in that 
capacity. The only negative aspect o f  working with a  para is the time spent explaining what you want 
him/her to do when you have a  substitute para
• I hate having to train new paras. The salary they get isn’t attractive enough to keep them around 
even though they like the work
There is nothing I dislike about working w ith the current paras. In the past, however, an occasional 
para did not possess the skills to  work comfortable with students o r teachers. I disliked the daily 
battle o f ‘putting out fires’ and ‘mending fences’
• I f  the para is not willing to be a part o f  the  classroom team
I don’t always know what is happening elsewhere in the room
• 1 work at two elementary schools — at one o f  the schools, the classroom teachers keep the same para 
each year. The paras are considered theirs and not special education paras
Feeling like a  ‘business person’ o f ‘boss’
• Setting guidelines for performance
THE PEOPLE
• They can hen peck each other
• They lack teaching skills and are often needed to do just that
• Some are not motivated -  it is only a  6-hour job and could care less about the student.
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* [d o  not like paras who try to run m y classroom o r do not follow m y instructions when I have showed 
them what to do
* Immaturity
* Lack o f  professionalism
rf  the para can not be flexible and show a  lack o f  compassion for my students
* Sometimes a  para and teacher that don’t  work together well are teamed up and  they are forced to 
work together for the rest o f  the  year until a  change can be made
* Poor ones m ake th e  job 10 times m ore difficult and can hinder the progress o f  students
* Personality conflicts, tardiness, lack o f  self-motivation, backbiting, lack o f  supporting the best 
program for kids, putting their interests above the student needs
* In the past, 1 have had several unprofessional unskilled paras. It was m ore w ork trying to prepare 
them and m yself for each day than it w ould have been to  handle the large caseload by m yself
* I can’t  think o f  a  down-side to having a  para when she is professional, skilled employee
* Nothing — 1 hope I never lose them
TIME
No time to plan and  coordinate during school day
• Lack o f  time to help them adapt to different demands
• 1 dislike being th e  ‘boss’ 1 hate laying down demands 
They lack teaching skills and are often needed to do just that
■ 1 feel I rush the para so much. I never have tim e to  teach them what I expect. 1 feel I show one time
-  now you do it — and rarely get the tim e to go back and check -  retrain -  or evaluate
• Some are not motivated -  it is only a  6-hour job and could care less about the  student. Also, do not 
like paras who try  to run my classroom o r do not follow m y instructions when I have showed them 
what to do
• Not enough tim e to  communicate effectively
Planning for the para, and keeping her busy during down or plan time
• Little or no planning time compensated for
• We don’t  have th e  time to go over specific activities
• Immaturity
• Having to plan for and with them — find tim e to train, plan and develop their educational activities 
with students. Forces me to be twice as organized
• Time is not available to plan and work w ith them
• More people to supervise - ta k e s  longer
The lack o f  tim e to  discuss plans and strategies
Finding time to communicate with p a ra s—due to high case loads
• Lack o f planning tim e
• No time fix' adequate feedback, planning, program changes, etc. we’re  usually in a reactive, response 
mode for changes rather than preventive, proactive
Don’t feel like 1 have a  lot o f time to develop this — very slow process
Other comments about working with Paraeducators:
SUPERVISION
• We would not be able to do our jobs w ith out them.
• It would be nice i f  I had more time to  spend training them - a n d  sharing m y philosophical perspective
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[ was a  para and worked with an excellent teacher. We too had the problem o f  no scheduled time for 
planning. A  para is expected to carry out duties and  needs tha t tim e with the teacher in order to  do 
th e  job  best — I’ve been in  both positions and it is true for both
• I do believe tha t paras need more formal training before entering the classroom. We now do the 
training in the classroom, which takes up to m uch tim e. 1 also believe we need better pay for the job. 
Since we set on interviews (sometimes) I believe th e  teacher should also have a  say in transferring or 
firing o f  paras
• Paras are extremely important in assisting a  classroom teacher. The more we move toward regular 
education inclusion, the more paras we will need. M ost paras earn poor salaries — less than custodial 
and cooking staff salaries. In order to attract and  m aintain qualified paras, we must compensate them 
m ore adequately
• T urn-over—4  people in  the position th is year
• I have developed a  close working relationship w ith one p a ra—w e have been together 7 years. S heis 
a  certified regular education teacher and her input is invaluable
• I love m y paras but [ wish m y caseload was sm all enough that 1 could do it all m yself That is a  
dream.
• T he para and teacher need to have a  team relationship
• I feel that the paras and  1 have such a  good relationship that they are an extension o f  me, allowing the
help that I would give to occur in many more places. T he regular classroom teachers recognize and 
appreciate w hat the paras do
• I feel there a re  paras in  the district that do not have qualifications needed to benefit the students
• The para and teacher need to have a  team relationship
THE PEOPLE
Sometimes you get a  para who thinks like you and  you don’t  have to say a  word and what you wanted 
done is done
• In the  past, [ have had paras that do not particularly like to  work with my students. I have had paras 
actually be m ean to m y students
• Para can ‘m ake or break’ a  special education program — professionalism, confidentiality, support o f  
program to s ta f f  comm unity, etc.
Couldn’t  do without them!!!
Paras — in our district are  for the most part, excellent. Many have at least bachelor’s degrees and are 
knowledgeable and competent. A para who is unreliable with a  high rate o f absenteeism causes a 
great deal o f  upset in a  program -  usually because their presence is so greatly relied upon
• I th ink it can be a  great experience or a  disaster. You have to have a good working relationship for 
the program to be a  success
A  good para is extremely valuable to the operation o f  the classroom. Having a  para that isn’t  
dedicated to the instruction process o f  the student is worst than not having a para at all. I don’t  
believe training can instill that in a  para
OTHER
• 1 believe that paras are very important. I f  you have a  good one, it is like having an extra hand and 
can make all the difference in the world.
• 1 depend upon a  great deal. They are a  real asset to  m e as well as the students
• It seems to m e tha t the  closer one is to a  college o r  university the more qualified the applicants are
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• They are a commodity that a t times have been treated like ‘anyone can do your job’ but this is not 
true. We will not be able to keep good caring individuals in these positions i f  we do not do something 
to make their jobs m ore stable, giving them some benefits, and show how much we appreciate all that
they do
My paraeducator is m y right hand person. I would be lost without her
• Paras are underpaid and need more training
• Paras are life savers
• The current salary schedule is embarrassingly low. Literally—it is $7.95 an hour for 15 years plus
140 inservice hours. O ur high school students with part tune employment make that. I f  we expect
our paras to help educate our children, we must rectify that quickly.
Paras are a vital part o f  the special education and collaboration process. They don’t  get paid nearly 
enough fix' w hat they do. They should have an increase in  pay and  in training opportunities as well 
as more advanced notice i f  their job  position will change fix’ the next year
• They should receive higher pay for all they do
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Iowa Administrator Survey Responses
Knowledge o f  materials, training packages/programs and  persons who are particularly skilled at training 
paraeducators:
Lori V etter—ECSE instructor at Add Elementary has developed in-services fix' our educational 
associates this year. 1 send them to Heartland AEA f i r  specific training
• AEA 4 -  Special education consultants
• At the  AEA level — staff development opportunities f i r  paras on a  monthly basis 
M arsha Vranken
• AEA 14 — has provided us an excellent series o f  workshops via the  ICN centered around paras 
AEA IS offered three ICN courses this winter focusing on  working with special education students, 
working cooperatively with teachers, and another topic I can’t  recall. All district educational 
associates were offered th e  opportunity to attend, with pay, but none chose to do so
W hat do you like MOST about supervising Paraeducators?
SUPERVISION
• The immediate supervision is done by the teachers who they w ork with. We have great paras a t this 
point so m y role o f  supervision is minimal
• Interacting with them to better provide service to students, obtaining information/feedback on 
students and how successful we are in a  given situation an d  in general at meeting the needs o f  
students
• Assisting with suggestions and insights on how to  do their job
• Spending extra time, one-on-one with them to communicate their point o f  view about students, 
another perspective
• Work well with me
• Helping them  improve
• The fact that a  student is getting necessary and special help m akes it all worthwhile
• They are a  very im portant component in the educational process
• Knowing it is another way I can help children through providing adult helpers
Satisfying to see interaction and progress accomplished in  one-to-one or small group setting for 
students that have not had  a  great deal o f  academic success 
I like the opportunity to improve services for our children
• I have a  chance to  make a  difference—they work directly w ith th e  students
• Seeing i f  their assistance can help to address and meet the  needs o f  all students
• Helping them  to improve their impact on a  child’s progress; Helping them to grow
• The opportunity to  interact regarding programs and their role in relationship to  it
THE PEOPLE
• Ours are very competent, caring people
• They are, on the whole, an  innovative, energetic, positive group to  work with
• Excitement they receive when they experience success helping a  child
• The para I have enjoys being here. I appreciate the enthusiasm
• They are always so w illing to help the children, so they are  a  jo y  to  work with and supervise
• They play an important role in the success o f  some students
• Most are receptive and eager to improve in order to further help kids
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• Seeing them grow and make a  difference in our students’ life. Also seeing how they model master 
teachers
• [ find them to be very dedicated individuals on the whole who love kids 
We have excellent staff that love children an d  are  very enjoyable people
• They are generally good people to work w ith who like kids 
They are very receptive and want to  leam
It gives them some positive feedback
• They are eager workers; Usually caring people
• Helping students succeed
• They usually feel welcome in our building and  believe they are offering a  worthwhile service 
Getting to watch them interact with students and  watching the students grow
• Easily motivated by praise
My paras are cheerleaders for ‘their children’, m ore so than the teachers
• Enjoy them as a  professional and  the work they do
• I believe that all people w ant to leant and do what is ethically proper. It is challenging and rewarding
to ‘shape’ the performance o f  paras. For th e  m ost part, I find that they do want meaningful work and 
are easily motivated
• The paras that work in our district are self-motivated and it is neat to receive their ideas
• They are so willing to do a  ‘good job’; They are  good people and helpful
• They are sincere and always want to  improve
Some have much to offer both students and  s ta ff  They can be a  real asset to  your school
• They have great compassion for students w ith special needs
• Their willingness to help students 
We have good people
W hat do you like LEAST about supervising Paraeducators?
SUPERVISION
• Time to evaluate
• No supervision
• W riting evaluations every year 
Concern over union issues
■ Most are uneducated and have a  harder tim e learning new materials
• I’d like to provide more training and higher salaries
• Formal evaluations
Formal observations and evaluations documentation
• Sometimes they can’t come to realize the actual needs o f  kids
• Not direct contact with a  classroom teacher — not prepared as a  professional — have to start from 
scratch
• Not having clear cut evaluation tool
• The teacher works with them more directly than  m e so it is sometimes difficult 
The large number o f  individuals under m y supervision not counting total staff 
Finding adequate people
They have a wide range o f  responsibilities so  it  is difficult to supervise o r observe all aspects o f  their
job
I dislike finding replacements when they a re  absent. I have one who I really think doesn’t  like her
job
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• Tenure determines raise/pay scale—so beginning person never reaches the upper pay ran g e-seco n d  
year person could be doing an outstanding job (best in district) but would not be rewarded financially
• Being ‘dumped’ on and having, at times, to rescue them  from a  situation
• They often have a  different background that teachers and its often necessary to ‘shift gears’ when 
communicating
• Defending their actions to hostile parents who don’t  listen to anyone but their children
• More evaluations to complete
•
TIME
• It is one more thing to do in a  day that already has too m any things to do
Tim e commitment, but I am very willing to  do it because o f  the help provided the students
• The tim e it takes to do a  good job o f  knowing what they are doing and establishing a  feel for the 
quality o f  work
• Tim e restrictions
• Don’t  have tim e to  do a good job supervising any staff
• Nothing - ju s t  wish I had more hours
• Another thing to fit into an already crowded schedule
• It takes time
• Tim e consuming
• It is one more job that is added to an existing busy day 
Not enough time
• Lack o f  tim e to do it well
• Lack o f  time 
Time it takes
• The tim e commitment
THE PEOPLE
Some are not as committed as you would like and there are not good people to replace them and they 
know it
• Their reluctance to perform their duties in a  professional manner 
They are not always professional
Occasionally I ‘run across’ paras who think it is their job to baby-sit and negotiate with students 
rather than help their students gain independent skills 
They think they are teachers and want to be treated as such
• Dealing with some o f  the ‘petty’ issues they have. M any feel they are taken advantage o f  and that 
someone gets something they don’t
• After awhile, they don’t  appreciate their job like they did when they first started and think the ‘grass 
is greener’... .
• Those who are not creative or display lack o f  initiative
Other comments about the supervision o f  Paraeducators:
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SUPERVISION
We have not been fair to  our paras in th e  past, h iring them  and  expecting them to work: effectively 
without sufficient training. This would m ake their work and m ine easier. That’s why I’m working 
on a  training program
I always ask the  teacher o f  the student they are assigned to, to  work collaboratively with m e on their 
evaluation
Paras seem to be in a  ‘no-mans’ zone; the  teachers they work most closely with feel little 
responsibility in supervising them because the principal/and special education teachers are also 
involved. There isn’t  a  clear line/chain o f  command for them and they express this frustration often 
I would like to  see our AEAs become m ore actively involved in providing summer workshops for 
paras just like they do for teachers
In all m anners and  occasions, our district attempts to treat paras in the same way as certified faculty 
are treated
Para problems are often m ore numerous and extreme than teacher problems. Therefore, more
paperwork and evaluation is involved
We should provide m ore training for our paras
Some paras are employed by our AEA and give services to  our children
The teacher that they work with and support should really be involved in the process
T he one person we have is doing an excellent job
It is tough to find quality people in sm all communities. We are fortunate to have the excellent aides 
we have at our school
I supervise paras’ performance by observing and including them  in staffing as well as individual 
assessment performance in classroom, hallways, and activities. In many cases, they are more 
important to  the student in terms o f  educational growth than the classroom teacher 
The bigger the school, the  more students, m ore paras. Especially if  you have Mexican Americans or 
other cultures in your school -  the m ore bilingual
I would like to see less depending upon educational aides for instruction. But our districts financial 
obligations m ake this difficult
THE PEOPLE
My group at this location are the best in the state, they go way above what is expected in order to do 
their job to the best o f  their ability
Once again m y paras are very professional — often m ore so than the certified
Ours are excellent and some in the district are ex-teachers. They already know how to work with
special students.
OTHER
They are an integral part o f  our program and additional training would be helpful
The need for these people is growing every year. Since training is so specific to  individuals, I don’t
know how one program could fit all situations
Mostly, a  very positive experience
I f  used properly, they can be a  great help
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Kansas Administrator Survey Responses
Knowledge o f  materials, training packages/programs and persons who are particularly skilled a t training 
paraeducators:
Check with State o f  Kansas Para T rain ing—
Joan M iller 785-296-3743 
120 SE 10th, Topeka, KS 66612 
Kansas State Department
• O ur PreKind teacher — Kelly M cCarthy -R ettig
• Butler Community College
• SEC Service Center
The Crisis Prevention Intervention (CPI) training program is effective in training in interpersonal 
skills
• Dee McKee
• The M aster Teacher — the Personal Planner and Training Guide for the paraprofessional by Wendy 
Dover
• The University o f  Minnesota, Institute on Community Integration -  7 module Training series for 
Paraprofessionals
W hat do you like MOST about supervising Paraeducators?
SUPERVISION
• W hile much o f  the supervision o f  paras is done by their assigned special education teacher, I am 
involved with their hiring and training.
T he opportunity for their input is student planning 
Getting more adults trained to work with kids
I th ink  because they are in my building, ultimately I am responsible for them and  their performance 
Giving good evaluations to good aides
• Some great people
• My supervising o f  paras is on a  very peripheral basis -  the paras we have in our building are super -  
so working with them is very pleasant
• Helping paras develop the skills to work with special education pupils 
Accountability is under direction o f  immediate supervisor
• Tips/ideas in  dealing with problem situations
• Supervision is limited to seeing paras in the  building -  supervision and assignm ent with kids is in the 
hands o f  IRC teacher
• Helping them develop their skills
• Availability o f  support to students
THE PEOPLE
• We are most fortunate to have highly dedicated enthusiastic, versatile paras. Most are willing to do a  
variety o f  activities in order to m eet the needs o f  students in included settings
• They are willing to work
• For the most part, they’ve taken th e  job because they care about kids. Several are in the process o f  
becoming educators and are using the experience to increase their background
• Buy in — commitment to skills and philosophy o f  our school
• Most are eager to  learn and do what is best for children
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We have such a  super, positive committed group o f  paras that they’re  a  pleasure to be around 
They have daily working knowledge o f  each student they serve. Often they are more in  tune with a 
student’s needs than the special education teacher
• 1 have an excellent group o f  paras who do an  outstanding job in working with special needs children, 
some o f  whom are  very challenging. I am impressed with their dedication and commitment to their 
students and supervising teachers
Most o f  them are very appreciative o f  their positions, enthusiastic
• Getting to know them and making them feel like an important part o f  the staff
• M ost o f  the paras are really dedicated and work extremely hard in our building
• Personalities, seeing the job they do
For the most part, our paras are and have been eager learners, willing to try whatever is needed to 
help our students. For the most part, our paras need very little supervision from me, as they have 
excellent teachers with whom they work
• O ur paras are wonderful, and supervising them allows us to refine programs and expand their 
abilities
■ Like people
• Their willingness to cooperate -  it is a  learning experience for both parties — I like working with 
people
• The quality o f  our paras
• The growth o f  individuals in career development—see individuals seek expanded career roles
• Rewards in developing a  person into an excellent para 
Giving them reinforcement as to their contributions
• Seeing and hearing non-education staff offer perspectives other than m y own, regarding children 
Their positive attitude, wanting to do a  good job for kids - t h e  results in terms o f  student achievement 
They can be a  key element in the team to help a  challenged child -  some really care about kids and 
make a difference
• The paras are often eager to  leam and try  new ideas
W hat do you like LEAST about supervising Paraeducators?
SUPERVISION
• Filling out evaluations — dealing with personnel problems
Creating their schedules and working around their strengths and weaknesses for placement in 
classrooms
• 20 conferences
• Not having total supervision
• The tum-over /  start-over
• Telling some one that their performance is poor ad  must improve to continue their employment
• That many more s ta ff in the building
• Keeping fully staffed
• O ur district’s evaluation process does not lend itself to traditional evaluation strategies and 
techniques, helping paras improve their skills o r grow professionally occurs outside the evaluation 
process
• Correcting poor quality work 
Not much experience in special education 
There is nothing not to like
Having to replace a  really good para that has left the d is tric t Our employment pool has diminished 
in recent years and it is sometimes difficult to  find a  really quality person fix’the job
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[ think the teacher to  whom they report should be prim ary supervisor. I d o n 't like overriding them if  
a different opinion is warranted
• None -  we have excellent paras
• Our salaries are lower than many similar positions in surrounding school districts and we 
occasionally lose good people to others
• I f  they have weak people skills getting them to m ake positive changes can b e  hard
• Paperwork
• Lack o f  pay for paras
• Discontinuation o f  services i f  para can not improve o r meet needs o f  students
• The constant turnover o f  staff
• Lack o f  control and accountability a t the building level
TIME
• Trying to  find the tim e to do it
• I wish I had more time to  work with them
• Amount o f  time involved
• More people to supervise
• It takes time and there is never enough!
• Time commitment
THE PEOPLE
• Needing to transfer them to another department o r termination their employment if  they are unable to 
adjust to the requirements or style o f  the supervising teacher
• Mediating adult conflicts that adversely affect students
O ther comments about the supervision o f  Paraeducators:
SUPERVISION
• The casinos in NE Kansas have high enough salaries for beginning people that our source o f  
employees is pretty small. We are having a  tough tim e competing fix’ new hires
• They are as effective as the supervising teacher and  resource teacher
• More training fix’ paras is needed
• We are a  small school and the paras we hire are fam iliar to many staff members. Therefore our
screening process is not as strenuous as it could be. We also have three certified teachers that are
paras
• I also supervise 10-15 paras in our 12-week sum m er program. These paras a re  all employed as paras 
during the school year in other settings, (two o f  our paras will enter student teaching n the  Fall, this 
goal was set after being paras and then pursuing dream  o f  becoming teacher)
• It’s im portant—our supply o f  candidates does not m eet our demand so unfortunately beggars can’t  be 
choosers -  sad to say
• The central office, special education in USD 259 does an excellent job in training and working with 
both school sites and individual paras
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The rote o f  paras is vital to meeting th e  needs o f  identified kids. I do wish the  district would consider 
hiring subs in their absence
THE PEOPLE
Most really like kids
The good ones really care and are w illing to  do what is necessary to make it work. This describes 
professionalism for anyone who works in  the field o f  education
OTHER
1 don’t  think good paras are adequately rewarded financially
The state certification doesn’t  carry m uch weight m any times. I served as a  para while working on a 
degree, with certification and received $5.35 and hour
I experienced teachers displaying poor attitudes towards p aras—union mentality that we were taking 
away teachers jobs
It is a  very important facet o f  education, but one that is quite often overlooked or taken for granted 
Don’t  ask a para to do something th a t you would not do yourself — if  you had the tim e and opportunity 
One o f  our most untapped educational resources
Paras are similar to educators in that the  key element to success is how they relate with the students.
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